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Meaning of the “Eisenhower Doctrine” 






A realistic look at the “new” 
policy on the Middle East 


HEN it comes to “doctrines,” 

we prefer that of Mrs. Eleanor 
Roosevelt to the “Eisenhower Doc- 
trine.” Early in January, she pointed 
out that the United States and the 
Soviet Union should join in an agree- 
ment not to intervene in the Middle 
East and to refrain from exerting 
political or military pressure on these 
countries. The “Eisenhower Doc- 
trine,” in our view, has the effect 
of increasing tensions in the area, 
promoting antagonisms between the 
Jews and Arabs and of thereby 
periling world peace. 

Withdrawal of British and French 
armed forces from Suez signalled 
the twilight of their power in the 
Middle East and the end of their 
status as primary powers in world 
affairs. As soon as the elections were 
out of the way and President Eisen- 
hower no longer had to win votes 
by proclaiming we would “not be 
involved” in the Middle East, he 
announced his “doctrine” of involve- 
ment up to the hilt. 

As outlined on Jan. 5, the propos- 
ed policy is to be executed at the 
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discretion of the President and has 
three main points: 

1) economic aid to Middle East- 
ern countries; 

2) military aid to these countries, 
and 3) “employment of the armed 
forces of the United States to secure 
and protect the territorial integrity 
and political independence of such 
nations requesting such aid against 
overt armed aggression from any na- 
tion controlled by international 
Communism.” As we write, the plan 
is being hurried through the con- 
gressional mill. 

Will this plan lead to peace in 
the Middle East? Will it benefit 
Israel? Will it help the Arab move- 
ment for independence and eco- 
nomic development? 


“Soviet Aggression” ? 


There is general disbelief that a 
threat of “Soviet aggression” exists. 
Abundant comment in past weeks 
dismisses this “threat. For instance: 

“The danger of direct Soviet ag- 
gression, probably not imminent at 
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any time, has receded further” (N. 
Y. Times, Jan. 6). 

This “threat” does not even exist 
via an Arab state. Hanson W. Bald- 
win, N. Y. Times military expert, 
wrote (Jan. 3) on this matter: “Yet 
it would be false to characterize 
either Egypt or Syria as a Commu- 
nist satellite or as a military base 
ready for use by Soviet armed forces. 
Exaggerated attention has _ been 
focused on the Soviet arms delivered 
to both countries. The quantity, 
quality and potential of these arms 
and the readiness of Egypt and Syria 
as military bases have been over- 
stated by France, Britain and Israel.” 


On Vacuum-Filling 


Why then does Washington pro- 
ject a. policy founded on a trans- 
parent myth? The “Doctrine” is 
recognizable as a device of Madison 
Avenue vintage to thicken the cold 
war atmosphere so as to achieve 
Washington’s displacement of Brit- 
ain and France in the oil-rich area 
adjoining the Soviet Union. It is said 
that the exit of Britain and France 
has created a “power vacuum” in 
the Middle East that Washington 
must fill if the Soviet Union is not 
to move in. However, the heretofore 
colonial peoples, who are deter- 
mined to end big power domination 
forever, think differently. “If there 
is a power vacuum in West Asia 
[the Middle East],” said Prime Min- 
ister Jawarhalal Nehru on Jan. 6, 
“it has to be filled by countries in 
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that region through their internal 
strength and unity.” 

The presumed beneficiaries of 
Washington’s vacuum-filling are op- 
posed to the plan. Sam Pope Brewer 
reported from Cairo (N.Y. Times, 
Jan. 5) that “the Lebanese press, 
however, is more or less solid with 
the other Arab countries in resent- 
ing the idea that there is a ‘vacuum’ 
to be filled by the United States 
since the British and French have 
lost their prestige here.” 

Hard-headed British Tories, who 
know an imperialist maneuver when 
they see one, take a realistic view 
of the “Doctrine.” “All this talk of 
an unwilling United States stepping 
into a Middle East power vacuum 
is nonsense, said one, “when it is 
a vacuum the United States itself 
created by a rather consistent policy 
of easing us out” (N.Y. Times, Dec. 
31, 1956). 

The Allure of Oil 


Receivership by Washington of 
Middle East power is motivated by 
the allure of oil. This region con- 
tains about two thirds of the world’s 
known oil resources. British Tories 
are well aware that Washington is 
trying “to get them [Britain and 
France] out of its [Middle Eastern] 
oil resources” (N.Y. Times, Dec. 30, 
1956). 

Not only does the “Eisenhower 
Doctrine” put U.S. oil interests in 
a most favorable position. The plan 
is also motivated by the fear that 
Arab independence, supported by 


JewisH Lire 














n- 


ies 

is 
ind 
rn | 


30, 


er 
in 
lan 
at 


by 


FE 











friendship and large scale trade with 
the socialist powers, will strengthen 
the movement in Arab countries to 
claim their own resources by na- 
tionalizing the black gold. 

A stock argument for the “Eisen- 
hower Doctrine” is the alleged fear 
that friendly Soviet relations with 
the Arab countries will “utilize Arab 
nationalism,” as Hanson Baldwin 
expressed it (N.Y. Times, Jan. 4), 
“to deprive the West of Middle 
Eastern oil supplies.” President 
Eisenhower stressed this point in his 
Congressional message of Jan. 5. 
But there is no more ground for this 
fear than there is for the assertion 
that Egyptian ownership of the Suez 
Canal would jeopardize free passage 
(except for Egypt’s unjustifiable re- 
fusal to allow Israel this right). 

Canal passage was stopped and 
oil was denied to West Europe—not 
by Arab nationalism or Soviet in- 
fluence, but as a result of British- 
French invasion of the Canal Zone. 
So long as the West respects the 
sovereignty and independence of the 
Arab states, there is no reason to 
assume that trade relations in oil 
or anything else will be hampered. 
As for the prospect of oil national- 
ization, that is the right of Arab 
states, established in international 
law, with which Washington or Lon- 
don or anyone else has no right to 
interfere. To be more specific: it is 
oil super-profits, not oil itself, that 
are involved. European countries 
could buy all the oil they could pay 


for at world market prices even if 
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every Arab state nationalized its oil 
resources. But what the industrial 
rulers of Europe want is not merely 
access to oil; they want the stagger- 
ing profits they now derive from 
their control of the oil companies 
and some Arab rulers. 


Aid or Tension-Generator? 


The “Eisenhower Doctrine” also 
would, in addition to Congressional 
sanction for use of armed force in 
case of aggression by “international 
communism,” grant the President 
authority for economic and military 
aid to the Middle East. As for eco- 
nomic aid, one can only agree that 
this would be beneficial for the un- 
derdeveloped Middle East. But if 
such aid is not to be turned into 
an instrument for colonialism and 
to create war tensions, as the Arab 
states fear, it must be given without 
political conditions, which would 
infringe sovereignty and independ- 
ence, and preferably through the 
U.N. 

The offer of military aid to the 
Middle East under the “Eisenhower 
doctrine” holds great dangers. For 
such aid would be offered in the 
spirit of the Baghdad Pact, which is 
a cold war instrument that heightens 
tensions among the Arab states and 
between Israel and the Arab states, 
stimulates the arms race and inten- 
sifies the war danger. It will militate 
against peaceful settlement of dif- 
ferences. 

On all 


counts, therefore, the 
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“Eisenhower Doctrine” is not de- 
signed to further peace. Senator 
Estes Kefauver pinpointed the 
danger when he characterized the 
President’s plan as one “loaded with 
dynamite” that could lead to World 
War III (N.Y. Times, Jan. 7). 
That the plan is not calculated to 
advance peace is apparent from the 
fact that it totally evades all the real 
problems that threaten peace. It has 
nothing to say about the Arab-Israel 
or Suez problems, which are the 
immediate sources of peril. True, the 
President said that these questions 
were being handled by the UN. But 
why does not Washington come up 
with a plan to solve these real ques- 
tions instead of raising the mythical 
threat of “Soviet aggression”? 


Israel and the “Doctrine” 


Where does Israel stand in rela- 
tion to the Eisenhower plan? The 
plan altogether fails to attempt to 
deal with the explosive issues be- 
tween Israel and the Arab states. 
The Jerusalem Post commented 
(Jan. 6) that “No machinery such as 
that envisaged by Eisenhower could 
be operated to prevent or diminish 
Arab attack on this country”—or, we 
might add, an ill-advised attack by 
Israel. On the contrary, the plan 
would accentuate the arms race and 

_thus bring war closer. And, so far 
as Israel is concerned, the danger 
of “economic and military aid” by 
Washington can be seen from the 
case of Iraq, which has repeatedly 
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called for Israel’s liquidation in re- 
cent weeks without any admonition 
from Washington. Such aid would 
attempt to extend the Baghdad Pact 
or create parallel military alliances, 
which promise no good for Israel. 
No wonder the plan, the N.Y. Times 
reported (Jan. 7), “has received a 
poor public reception in Israel.” 

From, the point of view of all peo- 
ples—our own American people, 
Israel and the Arab states—the 
“Eisenhower Doctrine” does not 
promise to further peace. Instead, 
Washington could contribute to 
peace by strengthening UN action 
to grapple with the dangerous prob- 
lems in the Middle East. The solu- 
tion lies not in creating added ten- 
sion with the Soviet Union but in 
seeking cooperative action for solv- 
ing the problems. As Hanson Bald- 
win said (N.Y. Times, Jan. 4), “The 
United Nations has demonstrated 
that it has real power to act strongly 
in major crises only when the United 
States and the Soviet Union are on 
the same side.” Peace requires that 
strenuous efforts be made to reach 
such agreement on the issues in the 
Middle East. 

Peace could be secured in the 
Middle East, as Dr. Goldmann 
has many times affirmed, if the great 
powers neutralized the area. Then 
conditions would be favorable for 
a negotiated solution of the prob- 
lems. The “Eisenhower Doctrine” 
neither assures peace nor is it a step 
toward resolving the questions that 
now endanger peace. 
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A Lincoln Portrait 


By HERBERT APTHEKER 


The following is part of an essay by the noted historian Herbert 
Aptheker. It is drawn from his latest book, Toward Negro Freedom 
(New Century Publishers, New York), which has just appeared. 


—Eds. 


T has become fashionable in most 

historical circles to picture Abra- 
ham Lincoln as an individual of 
conservative political views goaded 
into unwilling action by radicals 
who were supposed to have been, in 
the words of Professor Harry Car- 
man, for example, “a constant thorn 
in his flesh.” Frederick Douglass’ 
opinion in this matter is much closer 
to the truth when he writes that 
“viewed from the genuine abolition 
ground, Mr. Lincoln seemed tardy, 
cold, dull, and_ indifferent; but 
measuring him by the sentiment of 
his country, a sentiment he was 
bound as a statesman to consult, he 
was swift, zealous, radical, and de- 
termined.” Lincoln’s ideas on the 
Negro and on slavery, while not the 
most advanced of his day, were 
markedly left of center. Indeed, it 
may be remarked that many Ameri- 
cans have yet to reach, on these 
questions, the position attained by 
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Lincoln 80 years ago. Lincoln wrote 
to a Kentucky frignd in 1864: “I am 
naturally anti-slayery. If slavery is 
not wrong, nothing is wrong. I can- 
not remember when I did not so 
think and feel.” 

In estimating these feelings and 
Lincoln’s actions one must bear in 
mind that at the time of their ex- 
istence, the institution of slavery 
was the greatest single vested in- 
terest in the country. And, as_be- 
comes such an interest, it had 
behind it the support of the domi- 
nant elements in philosophy, theol- 
ogy, education, politics and business. 
Nevertheless, as a young congress- 
man, Lincoln had repeatedly decried 
the existence of slavery and the 
slave-trade in the nation’s capital. 
His decision that the Mexican War 
was unjust was based largely on his 
conviction that a basic cause of that 
war was the desire to expand the 
territorial limits of slavery. 





Lincoln made his feelings on this 
problem crystal-clear in the cam- 
paign he conducted in the senatorial 
race against Stephen A. Douglas. At 
Alton, Ill., Lincoln said: “The real 
issue in the controversy—the one 
pressing upon every mind—is the 
sentiment on the part of one class 
that looks upon the institution of 
slavery as a wrong, and another 
class that does not look upon it as 
a wrong. ... He [Douglas] contends 
that whatever community wants 
slaves has a right to have them. So 
they have, if it is not wrong. But if 
it is wrong, he cannot say they have 
a right. . . . It is the eternal struggle 
between these two principles—right 
and wrong—throughout the world. 
They are the two principles that 
have stood face to face from the be- 
ginning of time and will ever con- 
tinue to struggle. The one is the 
common right of humanity, and the 
other the divine right of kings.” 
Lincoln insisted that “as far as 
may be” slavery should “be treated 
as a wrong. To him, “as far as 
may be” went to the extent of for- 
bidding slavery’s expansion and de- 
siring “a policy that looks to a 
peaceful end of slavery at some 
time, as being wrong.” Compromise 
on the idea of preventing slavery’s 
expansion was to Lincoln unthink- 
able. When, after his election to the 
presidency, it was suggested to him 
that such a course might prevent or 
postpone secession and war, Lin- 
coln’s reply was an_ unconditional 


“No.” 
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The party that elected Lincoln was 
an exceedingly heterogeneous one, 
made up of Free-Soil Democrats, 
anti-slavery Whigs, Abolitionists, 
conservative Unionists, protective- 
tariff fanciers and border state anti- 
slavery men. In the light of this fact 
and the sizable minority in the 
North who opposed his election and 
the active treason present in every 
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department of government (which 
had resulted in stripping Northern 
mints of cash, Northern armories 
of arms, the resignation of one-third 
the Regular Army officers and the 
dispatching of the Navy to the four 
corners of the earth), the effort to 
suppress a counter-revolution of the 
magnitude engineered by the slave- 
drivers is seen in its colossal propor- 
tions. 

Lincoln’s unswerving faith in its 
outcome derived from two sources: 
his belief in the basic patriotism and 
integrity of the people of the Union 
and his conviction—historically ac- 
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curate—that, as he told Congress 
July 4, 1861, “It may well be ques- 
tioned whether there is today a ma- 
jority of the legally qualified voters 
of any state except perhaps South 
Carolina in favor of disunion. There 
is much reason to believe that the 
Union men are the majority in 
many, if not in every other one, of 
the so-called seceded states.” 

Lincoln envisioned the Civil War 
as “essentially a people’s contest.” 
He described it thus: 

“On the side of the Union it is a 
struggle for maintaining in the 
world that form and substance of 
government whose leading object is 
to elevate the condition of men—to 
lift artificial weights from all shoul- 
ders; to clear the paths of laudable 
pursuit for all; to afford all an un- 
fettered start and a fair chance in 
the race of life.” And since the war’s 
political nature was of this progres- 
sive character, its conduct resulted, 
as already shown, in great and 
tangible democratic advances. 

The man_ ultimately responsible 
for these advances was Abraham 
Lincoln. Certainly he was subjected 
to tremendous pressure to bring 
them about, but he was also sub- 
jected to tremendous pressure to 
obstruct them. His was the act of 
execution and study of his career 
and philosophy will lead one to the 
conclusion that the common picture 
painted by some historians of a re- 
luctant President acquiescing in 
progressive measures is false. It 
should be replaced by one showing 
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a realistic President, anxious for the 
enactment of such measures, eager- 
ly waiting for what he considered 
the most effective moment to ac- 
complish them. 


This is notably true of the 
Emancipation Proclamation, which 
is occasionally dismissed as unim- 
portant in ascertaining the motives 
and policy of the President or of the 
battle he was leading because it 
resulted from military necessity. This 
fact is, on the contrary, the clearest 
indication of the war’s character 
and of the President’s social philoso- 
phy. A nation’s wars epitomize its 
politics and the necessities of such 
wars are precisely those which re- 
sult from their origins, causes and 
motives. ... 

Similarly, Lincoln’s stand on Re- 
construction, while not as thorough- 
going, at the moment, as that of 
Wendell Phillips and Thaddeus 
Stevens, was certainly not to be 
compared with the measures of res- 
toration that finally were consum- 
mated under Hayes. 

Let it be remembered that the 
martyr’s last public address, deliv- 
ered April 11, 1865, contained a plea 
for conferring the right to vote in 
the South “on the very intelligent 
[Negroes] and on those who serve 
our cause as soldiers,” and that it 
commended the original Louisiana 
Reconstruction government because 
it had “adopted a Free State con- 
stitution, giving the benefit of pub- 
lic schools equally to black and 
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white and empowering the legisla- only four years earlier, he becomes 
ture to confer the elective franchise aware of the acute wisdom of Fred- 
upon the colored man.” When one_ erick Douglass’ remark about “the 
compares this last speech of Lin- educating tendency of the con- 
coln with his first inaugural address flict.” .. . 








0 THE WHITE TOWNS 


By OLGA CABRAL 


O the white towns with picket fences, 

and the green lawns, in the blue hills— 

the courthouse bells are tolling, tolling 

as for a pestilence: 

and schoolbells ring an hour late, 

a century late, to empty halls, 

and the schoolhouse fortress stands beseiged, 

ringed round with bayonets. 


O the white towns with white courthouses 
under oaks that stand for a hundred years— 
who is the enemy? Where is the stranger? 
Why do the lock-lipped people stand 

under the oaks in the courthouse square, 
with ashen jaws and haunted air? 

Show us, good folk, the enemy 

that has come to despoil the September sun, 
rot the white fences of your trim towns 
and rock your cardboard pillars down— 
show us, good folk, the enemy 

that has brought you here at bay. 





Low hang their heads . . . tight clench the fists. 
A smell of fear, rank as a beast’s, 

runs through the crowd—and fingers lock 

on primeval club: an empty bottle: a hidden gun 





Orca Casrat has published several children’s books and poetry in 
various magazines. She is the wife of Yiddish poet Aaron Kurtz. 
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snatched from, its rusted mausoleum 
on an ancestral wall: 
and a man on the steps points—there! 
And the crowd breaks with a yell 

as the last floodgates give 

and the full roaring tide of hate 
sweeps onward to the schoolhouse gate: 


There, in his strength, is the dreaded enemy: 
two black children, clean and scrubbed 

as the new September morning: 

a child of ten and a child of eight 

hand in hand at the schoolhouse gate: 

two black children, very small 

to face that shouting, dreadful wall 

of faces chalk-white, paper-white, 

obsessed with storm. 

Children, children—why did you come 

this dangerous road, this forbidden road 

this morning in September? 

Today’s the day I came to learn. 

Took a notion to go to school 

and teach white folks the Golden Rule. 
And if they slam the door 

and lock me out, there’s more of me, and more. 


O you white towns with picket fences 

with your green lawns, and your blue hills— 
nothing will ever be the same! 

Look behind the cardboard porches: 

peer through the slits in the tight-drawn shutters: 
in the ancestral gloom 

fear sifts, like a thin gray ash 

staining the polish, staining the air— 

but a man sits alone with his shame 

and a woman sobs to herself. 

The mindless mob is running outside, 

the sick of soul are jeering at children, 

but behind the shutters is anger and shame— 
and nothing will ever be the same. 
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TALKS WITH SOVIET LEADERS 
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INTRODUCTION 


In publishing the series of articles below, Jewisu Lire is taking 
the unprecedented step of devoting about half of one issue to a 
single item. We do so because this series is the most extended 
available account from a responsible Communist source of views 
held by leaders of the Soviet Communist Party on the Jews in the 
Soviet Union. Author of the series is J. B. Salsberg, for many years 
a member of the National Committee of the Marxist Canadian 
Labor-Progressive Party and from 1942 to 1954 a member of the 
Provincial Parliament of Ontario. Mr. Salsberg here recounts con- 
versations he, together with others of his party's delegation, held 
with Soviet leaders in Moscow last year. 

But there is another reason for our deep interest. The startling 
revelations about what was done to Soviet Jews and Jewish cul- 
tural-communal life in the past 20 years in connection with the ! 
departure from the socialist theory of the national question and | 
criminal actions against many Soviet nationalities, as well as Jews, | 
pose problems for progressive and socialist-minded people in our 
country. The situation makes necessary a frank discussion of the 
Soviet leaders’ approach to the Jewish question in the interests not 
only of fellow Jews in the Soviet Union, but also of maintaining the 
health of the progressive and socialist movement. 

There will be many who disagree, as do the Editors, with some 
of the views reportedly held by Soviet leaders on the Jewish ques- 
tion. It is our opinion that the Soviet Union is a powerful force for 
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world peace, for liberation of all lands from colonialism and for 
socialism. In light of what we believe to be the fundamental right- 
ness of these policies, it seems to us that errors made on the national 
question imperatively require correction. Only by a continuing ex- 
change of views will the truth about this question emerge and re- 
ceive recognition. It is in the hope of providing authentic material 
for further discussion that we publish this series and we invite 
comment from our readers. 

We do not share any tendency to allow disagreements on this 
issue to distort our perspective on the primary importance of prob- 
lems of the Jewish community in our own country or of domestic 
and foreign issues. No matter what may happen abroad, the obliga- 
tion of American Jews is to fight for equality and security of our 
own Jewish community and the promotion of progressive Jewish 
cultural-communal life as a part of the essential guarantees of 








democracy. 


And this obligation extends to strong alliance in our common 
interest with the brave fight of the Negro people for first class citi- 
zenship, the strengthening of democracy at home and the winning 


of world peace. 


This series is translated from the Yiddish. It originally appeared 
in the Canadian weekly Vochenblatt in nine parts from Oct. 25 


to Dec. 20, 1956. 


Tue Eprrors 


|: BEGINNINGS OF THE PROBLEM -THE 30’s 


i is a good many years since | have 
spoken publicly about the painful 
problem of Jewish life in the Soviet 
Union. This silence on my part about 
such a great and nagging question 
was a most painful experience. It was 
a thousand times harder. than speak- 
ing up because both friends and foes 
failed to understand it and misin- 
terpreted it. I therefore feel an obliga- 
tion, before getting into the heart of 
my subject, to explain certain details 
about the past. 

As long ago as the late thirties I 
became worried about several develop- 
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ments in Jewish social and cultural 
life in the USSR. At that time a num- 
ber of cultural, educational and so- 
cial institutions that were really flour- 
ishing, with fearful suddenness began 
to wither and disappear. The normal 
channels of contact between Jewish as- 
sociations in the Soviet Union and 


their counterparts in the rest of the 
world became more and more clogged. 
It was clear that some kind of evil 
blight had descended and was devas- 
tating Jewish cultural achievements. 
Why such a bitter frost in midsum- 
mer? This question tormented a great 
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many Jewish communists, left activists 
and a great many others who had 
rejoiced in the development of Yiddish 
culture in a country building social- 
ism. These persons, all loyal friends of 
the Soviet Union, became very uneasy 
about Birobidjan, which had already 
begun to wane. 

We asked questions, demanded an- 
swers, but no clear reply was received 
by anyone. 

In 1939—and I am saying this for 
the first time in public—I took it upon 
myself to utilize my position as a 
member of the highest body of a com- 
munist party to pose this question in 
Moscow. I did this in july of that year 
at a meeting of the Communist Inter- 
national. 

It is not essential to go into all of 
the details, all of the conversations, 
discussions, etc. Suffice it to say that 
Georgi Dimitrov, head of the Interna- 
itonal, exhibited the greatest sym- 
pathy, understanding and interest in 
the question. He encouraged me to 
pursue the matter persistently. For 
hours at a stretch he and I privately 
discussed the question and it was de- 
cided that he would set up a small 
commission in Moscow. I for my part 
undertook to form a similar commis- 
sion of Canadian and American polit- 
ical-cultural activists. The latter would 
prepare a basic document on the ques- 
tion which would serve as a basis for 
discussion and for a broader confer- 
ence in a short time. 

Shortly after my return I had a 
meeting in New York. Within a matter 
of weeks a document was prepared. 
But then the war broke out and the 
whole project was left hanging in the 
air. 

The problem of Jewish cultural 
activity in the Soviet Union did not 
start in 1948 when the Jewish Anti- 
Fascist Committee was dissolved, the 
publishing house and newspaper Ain- 
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ikeit closed and when the shocking 
arrests of Yiddish writers and leaders 
began. It started way back in 1934- 
1935. 

Second. I want to make it clear that 
it is false to think that people like 
myself in several communist parties 
were not concerned with or ignored 
the fact that Jewish cultural activity 
in the USSR seemed to be shriveling 
even before the war. 

Certainly there were many at that 
time who were infected with the dis- 
ease of the cult (although unconscious- 
ly everyone of us was somewhat in- 
fected) and believed that in the Soviet 
Union no deliberate wrong could be 
committed by that party or govern- 
ment. But those of us who were al- 
ready disturbed by the bitter doubt 
that the developments in Jewish social- 
cultural life were not only unexpected 
but inexplicable in the framework of 
our concepts about the socialist ap- 
proach to the cultures of nationalities 
end national groups, did do somethinz 
about this process. 

But lastly I recall the 1939 episode 
in order to provide a background ex- 
planation for the fact that I kept these 
suspicions and my activity out of the 
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public eye. Perhaps, in retrospect, it 
would have been better if I had spoken 
out in 1939. But critics of the USSR 
there were aplenty. 

I am not referring to the imperial- 
ists and the fascists. | have in mind 
those Jewish writers and cultural 
workers who criticized and attacked 
the condition of jewish cultural-social 
life in the USSR before the war. Some 
did it sincerely. Others did it insin- 
cerely. But critics there were and the 
chorus was loud. I therefore decided 
for this reason and because of many 
serious international problems of that 





period, to pursue my investigations 
quietly through available channels, the 
party and the Comintern. 

Whether these investigations would 
have led to results, is debatable. I 
certainly was confident. My hopes 
were shared by Paul Novick, editor 
of the Morning Freiheit; Rubin Saltz- 
man, former head of the progressive 
jewish fraternal movement in_ the 
U.S.A.; J. Gershman, editor of the 
Canadian Vochenblatt; Slovess and 
George Koenig of Paris, and a host 
of other Jewish writers and political 
figures. 


ll: THE STORM BREAKS — 1948 


HE outbreak of the Second World 
War halted all plans to place the 
whole question of Jewish cultural-so- 
cial life in the USSR before the high- 
est bodies in that country. With Hit- 
ler’s invasion of the Soviet Union, how- 
ever, the situation there changed rad- 
ically and it appeared that outside 
intervention was no longer necessary. 
The Soviet Union saved the lives 
of hundreds of thousands of Polish 
and other Jews who fled from Hitler. 
The Jewish Anti-Fascist Committee 
was established in Moscow. The united 
voice of Soviet Jewry was _ heard 
throughout the world calling upon 
their “brother Jews” to join forces 
in the common struggle against the 
enemies of civilization, the worst ene- 
mies of the Jewish people. Solomon 
Mikhoels and Itzik Feffer, never-to-be- 
forgotten Jewish people’s artists of the 
USSR, arrived in North America as 
the official representatives of Soviet 
Jewry to the Jewish communities of 
the United States and Canada. 
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The belief was strengthened in all 
of us that after the defeat of Hitlerism 
a new glowing chapter of cultural and 
social activity on the part of the Soviet 
Jews would begin. We also believed 
that the new relationships established 
between the Soviet Union and the 
western states during the course of the 
war would at the same time lead to a 
permanent cultural and social relation- 
ship between Soviet jews and _ the 
Jewish communities of other countries 
or at least with the progressive cul- 
tural forces and institutions in capi- 
talist countries. 

After the war the Jewish Anti-Fas- 
cist Committee devoted itself to the 
restoration of Jewish cultural and so- 
cial life destroyed and decimated by 
the nazi invaders. But external rela- 
tions again began to shrink. Once 
again a fog seemed to descend over 
the perspectives for organized dis- 
tinctive cultural activity for the 
USSR’s two and a half to three mil- 

(Continued on page 18) 
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Jewish Societies of N. Y. 


An appeal to President Eisenhower 
to exert his influence for establishment 
of a “secure peace between Israel and 
her Arab neighbors” through the 
United Nations was issued by repre- 
sentatives of 70 jewish clubs and so- 
cieties in New York City on Jan. 2. 
In the letter to the President, Mrs. 
Sonia Schechter, president, and Mr. 
Maurice Grubin, secretary, of the New 
York Committee of Jewish Societies, 
stated that the “unrest” in the Middle 
East can be terminated “‘only by peace- 
ful negotiation and agreement.” They 
urged United Nations action to end the 
“unjust treatment suffered by the 
Jewish inhabitants of Egypt.” 


Jewish War Veterans 


In a telegram to President Eisen- 
hower sent Dec. 28, William Carmen, 
national commander of the Jewish 
War Veterans of the USA, called for 
a “fresh and dramatic approach to 
a solution” of Middle East tensions. It 
urged President Eisenhower to “in- 
vite” Israel’s Premier Ben Gurion and 
Egypt’s President Nasser “to meet con- 
currently with you in Washington with 
a view towards thorough exploration 
of any and all roads that can lead to 
permanent peace settlement between 
these two key states of the Middle 
East.” 


Emma Lazarus Federation 


Calling for firmer U.S. action to 
halt the deportation and other re- 
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prisals against Egyptian Jews, the 
Emma Lazarus Federation of Jewish 
Women’s Clubs, through its president, 
Mrs. Leah Nelson, addressed a resolu- 
tion to President Eisenhower on Jan. 
3. It requested the President to: “(1) 
Issue a public appeal to President 
Nasser to realize that the national in- 
dependence ~ aspirations of his own 
country cannot be built on a founda- 
tion seriously undermined by persecu- 
tion of minorities in his land. Jews in 
Egypt are Egyptian citizens, not Israel- 
is. Reprisals against them and the 
French and British nationals can only 
hinder the achievement of UN deci- 
sions which brought about a cease-fire. 
2) Instruct the Pentagon to revise its 
agreement to keep Jews out of the 
U.S. military forces and civilian per- 
sonnel sent to Saudi Arabia to man 
U.S. bases. 3) Instruct the State and 
all departments concerned to take the 
steps necessary to stop trade with any 
Arab country which requires discrimi- 
nation against U.S. firms that are 
Jewish owned or firms that employ 
Jews. 4) Bring your influence and 
that of the UN to bear for direct peace 
negotiations between Israel and Egypt 
and all Arab lands in the Middle 
East.” 


American Jewish Congress 


Assailing what it called “the fetish 
of total security,” the American Jew- 
ish Congress on Dec. 20 urged the 
New York State Committee on Public 
Employee Security Procedures to 
scrap the temporary New York Secur- 
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ity Risk Law. At a public hearing of 
the five-man committee appointed by 
Governor Averill Harriman, Will Mas- 
low, general counsel of the AJ Con- 
gress, warned that the effort to follow 
federal procedures mechanically in 
screening civil service employees was 
producing “absurd results.” He said: 
“New York State has no military 
secrets; it conducts no international 
affairs. Yet the State Civil Service 
Commission has classified more than 
20 State agencies as ‘security agencies’ 
so ‘sensitive’ that their employees are 
subject to summary discharge without 
hearing. . . . It is high time that the 
legislature allowed this statute to 
lapse.” The AJ Congress also opposed 
the use of questionnaires to be filled 
out by civil service employees as part 
of a security program.” 

On the question of desegregation the 
AJ Congress officers stated in a resolu- 
tion: “The action of the attorney gen- 
eral in threatening criminal prosecu- 
tion in Clinton, Tenn., against any in- 
dividual who interfered with the de- 
segregation there.” The resolution con- 
trict Court has apparently broken the 
back of the illegal resistance to de- 
segregation there.” The resolution con- 
cluded that “as soon as the Federal 
government exercises its responsibility 
to enforce the constitutional rights of 
American citizens, illegal efforts by 
White Citizens Councils or by hood- 
luins ceases.” 


Anti-Defamation League 


The regional board of the Anti- 
Defamation in New Jersey called upon 
the State government to end the dis- 
crimination by real estate developers 
and brokers who have banded to- 
gether to deny housing to Americans 
of Jewish, Irish and Italian extrac- 
tion. 
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In New York state the ADL charged 
the Lake Placid Club, an Adirondack 
Mountain resort, with “many _in- 
stances” of discrimination against 
Jews. The ADL statement was made 
in connection with the complaint by 
Mrs. Cornelius Lubow of “unlawful” 
discrimination brought before the 
New York State Commission Against 
Discrimination. 


Atlanta Rabbi Speaks Out 
Rabbi Jacob M. Rothschild of the 


Hebrew Benevolent Congregation in 
Atlanta, preaching in New York on 
Jan. 4, urged Southern Jews to persist 
in working for the implementation of 
the Supreme Court desegregation de- 
cision with “patience and idealism.” 
He told the congregation that racial 
tensions in the South were “under- 
mining” the American doctrines of 
freedom of thought and speech. He 
said that “threats—vague and not so 
vague—of economic boycott and 
physical violence have been directed 
against those who seek a peaceful solu- 
tion” or seek “compliance with the 
Supreme Court decision.” 


Intergroup Committee 


In New York City, 22 organizations 
urged quick action by the Board of 
Education to improve the ethnic bal- 
ance of the public schools. The organ- 
izations, affiliated with the Intergroup 
Committee on New York’s Public 
Schools, recommended rezoning to ob- 
tain reasonable racial balance in 
schools and high schools. They also 
called for an intensive community re- 
lations program for obtaining and 
maintaining heterogeneous school pop- 
ulations. Leading Jewish organizations 
participating are the American Jew- 
ish Congress, Anti-Defamation League 
of B’nai B’rith and the American Jew- 
ish Committee. a 
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SOVIET LEADERS AND THE 
JEWISH QUESTION 


(Continued from page 15) 
lion jews. A cloud appeared in the 
form of Ilya Ehrenburg’s article de- 
nying that jews in one country had 
anything to do with jews of another. 
(During my visit to Europe in 1947 
despite all of my efforts I was unable 
to, enter the Soviet Union.) Then came 
the sudden blow at the end of 1948— 
the closing of all Jewish institutions, 
the complete end to all contact with 
Soviet Jewish writers and communal 
leaders and the growing reports of 
arrests, deportations, etc. 
Most of us were astounded by these 
developments. We consoled ourselves 
with the hope that sooner or later 
there would arrive an official state- 
ment explaining the matter. For it was 
impossible to believe that such an 
event could be ignored by the Soviet 
government. Days _ stretched into 
weeks, weeks into months and no 
statement came. As in other lands, we 
also began to knock on doors, send 
. letters and make inquiries. But there 
was no response. Our hopes were de- 
ceptive. And while both friends and 
foes kept accusing us that we and the 
leading people particularly knew what 
had happened but were refusing to 
divulge the truth, the fact is that we 
really and absolutely had no official 
or semi-official information about 
what had happened. Those few activ- 
ists, Jewish and non-Jewish, who did 
have an opportunity of visiting the 
Soviet Union during those years and 
who made it their business to inquire 
into this matter, returned with news 
which didn’t make sense to me. 
Readers will recall that in July 
1956 (Vochenblatt, July 12) the La- 
bor-Progressive Party -of Canada 
adopted a resolution in this regard. It 
states among other things: 
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“Difference of opinion between j. 
B. Salsberg and the rest of the Na- 
tional Executive developed and _per- 
sisted from 1949, when he first de- 
clared that the dissolution of Jewish 
cultural institutions in the USSR and 
action against prominent Jewish writ- 
ers had been carried out by crude 
administrative means, without public 
discussion and in disregard of the in- 
terests and desires of Soviet Jewry. 
He therefore advocated intervention 
by the Labor-Progressive Party in the 
form of a direct inquiry to the Com- 
munist Party of the Soviet Union ask- 
ing for an explanation. The Execu- 
tive, and later, the full National Com- 
mittee, rejected Comrade Salsberg’s 
proposal and supported the position 
that: Jewish citizens in the USSR had 
become such an integral part of so- 
cialist society that there was no longer 
any real desire on their part for sepa- 
rate Yiddish language institutions; 
that the dissolution of those institu- 
tions was part of the normal process 
of development; that any measures 
against individual Jewish citizens 
could only have resulted from infrac- 
tions of the law and were taken under 
the law.” 


I could not accept this interpreta- 
tion. The fact that most progressive 
people did accept it shows to what ex- 
tent boundless trust in the USSR ex- 
isted in our ranks. It was this trust 
that Stalin betrayed. 

I should also point out that for sev- 
eral years I sought an opportunity of 
visiting the Soviet Union personally 
in order to investigate the matter. Un- 
fortunately I did not obtain this op- 
portunity until the summer of 1955. 

Since the LPP statement of July, 
many people have approached me with 
the legitimate question: why did I not 
make public my difference of opinion 
with the party? Others have expressed 
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anger at what they consider as silence 
“when I knew what had occurred.” 

I would therefore like to make it 
perfectly clear that “I never knew 
what actually happened.” My com- 
mon sense logic made me suspect what 
probably had occurred. But what I 
did do was reject the official explana- 
tion and request instead that the whole 
matter should be officially presented 
to the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union. I also asked for the oppor- 
tunity of making a personal visit. 
Hence there can be no question of hid- 
ing any facts from the public. 

But there is legitimate ground for 
criticism in the fact that I did not 
make my own views—which differed 
from those of my party—public and 
defend them and completely ceased 
to speak or to write about the ques- 
tion of Jews in the USSR. 

So much for that. I remained with 
my opinions and defended them to 
such an extent that I ceased to be a 
member of the secretariat and later of 
the National Executive Committee of 
the LPP. But the truth is that I did 
not do this publicly. And here are the 
reasons. 

Let us recall what was going on in 
those days. The cold war was at its 
heitht. The danger of a third world 


a July 1955 I finally received an 

affirmative reply to my request to go 
to the Soviet Union. The sole purpose 
of my visit was to discuss with the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
what had happened to Jewish life in 
that country since 1948. 

Upon my return I once again re- 
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war hung over our heads. The anti- 
Soviet hysteria was very great. Among 
Jewish people the question of the Jew- 
ish writers occupied a central place 
both among honest people whom it 
hurt and among those who utilized the 
issue as part of the general anti-Soviet 
chorus. And yet neither the well-inten- 
tioned nor the others were able to 
influence Stalin through their actions. 

It was clear to me at that time that 
the only way to succeed was through 
the efforts of such parties as the LPP 
in Canada and through other com- 
munist parties. I exerted all my efforts 
in this direction. 

Unfortunately this was not success- 
ful. The Stalin cult was too deeply 
implanted in the parties of most coun- 
tries. And I must admit that during 
my visit to Moscow in reference to the 
Jewish question in the summer of 
1955, when the facts about the devas- 
tation were beginning to come out, I 
could not free myself from the gnaw- 
ing feeling that, had the communist 
parties of other countries acted, they 
might have been able to save the ex- 
ecuted writers—both Jewish and non- 
Jewish. Perhaps. But they lacked that 
measure of real independent thinking 
in relation to the Soviet Union that 
was required. 


MOSCOW TALKS, 1955 


frained from writing or speaking pub- 
licly about the results of my visit. The 
only exception was an_ interview 
granted to the Naie Presse in Paris. 
This interview was reprinted in the 
Morning Freiheit and in other prog- 
ressive newspapers and a short inter- 
view was published in the V ochenblatt. 
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In other words, tor me it once again 
became a question of keeping silent 
publicly and fighting inside the party. 
Here is why. 

In my first conversations with re- 
sponsible, altnough second-rank repre- 
sentatives of the Party in Moscow an 
effort was made to convince me that 
there really existed no Jewish problem 
in the USSR. When I insisted on an 
official discussion, the Party’s Central 
Committee appointed a special com- 
mission to meet with me. 

The commission gave me in sub- 
stance the following answers to my 
questions. 

The Jewish Anti-Fascist Commit- 
tee was dissolved because it had cease: 
to fulfil the function for which it had 
been established. It had been created 
during the war for specific war needs 
and after the victory over fascism it 
became superfluous. 

Bourgeois nationalist influences had 
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penetrated the Anti-Fascist Commit- 
tee. A Jewish member of the commis- 
sion added that, shortly after Golda 
Meir arrived in Moscow as the first 
ambassador from Israel, a large crowd 
of Jews staged a demonstration for 
her in front of the Moscow synagogue. 
He also said that he knows that secret 
Zionist groups exist. 

jewish writers had been arrested. 
This was the work of Beria and “re- 
grettably innocent people died as his 
victims.” Writers of numerous nation- 
alities—not only Jews—also suffered. 

The Soviet government was review- 
ing all cases involving Beria’s arrests. 
All those falsely arrested were being 
freed and rehabilitated. A number of 
the Jewish writers had already re- 
turned home. I was urged to be patient 
and assured that those still remaining 
in prison would shortly be released. 

When I asked when and where, as- 
suming the Anti-Fascist Committee 





YIDDISH THEATER AT 80 


R ten days, from December 20-30, 
1956, the 80th anniversary of the 
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Yiddish theater in Rumania, where play- 
wright Abraham Goldfaden organized 
the first Yiddish theater in history, was 
celebrated. In honor of the occasion a 
newly-completed building for the Ru- 
manian State Theater (Jassy houses an- 
other Yiddish theater) was dedicated. 
Present were Rumanian dignitaries, per- 
sonalities in Rumanian artistic and cul- 
tural life, the head of the Rumanian Fed- 
eration of Jewish Communities and the 
chief rabbi. Goldfaden’s Dream, which 
recalls the life and work of the play- 
wright, was performed. 

A statue of Goldfaden was also un- 
veiled at the Jassy Jewish State Theater. 
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was infected, the question of bour- 
geois nationalism was discussed with 
the committee, I received no answer. I 
then wanted to know why this com- 
mitee, having outlived its usefulness, 
as they said, a new social-cultural 
committee along the lines existing in 
Poland was not organized. They re- 
plied that there was no need for such 
a committee. 

I received no clear-cut answer to 
my question regarding the fate of such 
prominent writers as Bergelson, Fef- 
fer, Markish, Kvitko, Hofshtein, Der 
Nister. One of the members of the 
commission repeated, however, that 
he knew that “innocent people had 
been done away with.” (I believe that 
the members of the commission really 
didn’t know the details. ) 

The representatives of the Central 
Committee were exceedingly hospi- 
table. They arranged a number of per- 
sonal meetings for me with important 
individuals. I had a long talk with 
Rabbi Shliffer and some of his con- 
gregational leaders. I also met Saul 
Lubimov, a singer who had just re- 
turned from “Beria’s exile.” I attended 
the first of his three concerts in Mos- 
cow—the first completely Yiddish con- 
certs for many years. Although the 
weather was very hot, tickets were sold 
out well in advance. I had a long talk 
with the manager of the central con- 
cert bureau. They outlined for me 
their plans for a series of Jewish con- 
certs in some ten cities. They were 
confident that these concerts would all 
be sold out. I also spoke to many Jew- 
ish people in the streets, in restau- 
rants, in stores, although not all were 
prepared to talk to a foreigner. 

From all of these conversations, dis- 
cussions and meetings it became clear 
to me that the sudden closing of the 
Jewish institutions was—as J had sus- 
pected all along—a brutal act of vio- 
lence. The explanation that “integra- 
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tion” (Russification) was responsible 
for the cessation of all Jewish social 
and cultural activity was thoroughly 
false despite the fact that the process 
of assimilation had undoubtedly been 
going on. 

As to the leading Yiddish writers, 
it appeared that a great tragedy had 
occurred. Although no one admitted 
that they were dead, no one was pre- 
pared to assure me that they were 
alive. 

It was evident that things were ob- 
viously improving and one could ex- 
pect them to improve still further. 
Nevertheless, even though the first 
signs of cultural revival were appear- 
ing, the official party approach to the 
question of Jewish cultural-communal 
activity is in my opinion both nega- 
tive and inconsistent. 

When I returned in August 1955, I 
made a full report to the National 
Executive of my party. My conclusion 
was that, to my great regret, my previ- 
ous position on this question was 
more than confirmed, that the official 
position was erroneous and that the 
party should review its position and 
publicly admit its mistake. Further- 
more, although I was a member of the 
National Committee and although my 
inquiries in the USSR had received 
the approval of the National Executive 
of my party, they were nevertheless of 
a personal character. I therefore sug- 
gested that the LLP as a whole should 
place the matter before the top lead- 
ership of the CPSU. 

Unfortunately the executive of the 
Canadian party could not bring itself 
to agree with these conclusions. They 
simply could not understand that such 
things could have happened in the 
Soviet Union. After many delays it 
was agreed that, since a very impor- 
tant leader of the party would soon be 
in the Soviet Union, he would again 
take up the whole question with the 
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CPSU on the basis of my report. 
Upon his return the discussions 
would be resumed in the LPP’s Na- 
tional Executive. Under these circum- 
stances and in the continued belief 
that the best way to influence the situ- 
ation was through party channels, I 
agreed to wait. This resulted in an- 
other period of silence on my part— 
of pursuing the matter “inside.” 
‘ Thus the situation dragged on until 
the 20th Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union in Febru- 
ary 1956. It was there that Khrush- 
chev made his historic speech about 





the crimes that were committed under 





Stalin’s leadership. Now it became 
clear as day; especially after the 
famous article in the Warsaw Folks- 
Shtimme [published in Jewisu Lire, 
May 1956—Eds.| what had actually 
happened to Jewish culture and its cre- 
ators in the Soviet Union. 

The party then adopted the resolu- 
tion acknowledging its error and re- 
elected me to its National Executive. 
It was further agreed that I should 
leave immediately for the Soviet 
Union to take up anew this whole 
question with the Soviet leadership. 


IV: 1956 TALKS: WHY NO SOVIET STATEMENT? 


Ath attempts for eight years it 
finally became possible to off- 
cially take up the whole question of 
Jews in the Soviet Union with the top 
leaders of the Soviet Communist 
Party. 

On Aug. 21, 1956 an official delega- 
tion of four representing the Labor- 
Progressive Party arrived in Moscow 
to present a number of political ques- 
tions to the Central Committee of the 
CPSU. The status of Soviet Jewry was 
one of these questions. I was very 
gratified to see this tormenting ques- 
tion finally placed by an entire party 
delegation as a central problem. With 
regard to this, our delegation made 
history. For, although representatives 
of many communist parties often 
made inquiries about developments in 
Soviet Jewish life that were difficult to 
understand, no other party—to my 
knowledge—had ever placed this ques- 
tion not as a marginal matter but as 
one of central importance requiring 
full discussion with the Soviet leaders. 


22 





We were given a great deal of time. 
There were many discussions and 
meetings with leading individuals and 
groups. Four official conferences with 
top leaders and assistants took up 
about 14 hours over four separate 
days. Among the chief leaders taking 
part in one or more of the sessions 
were Ponomaryev, member of the 
CPSU Central Committee; Suslov, 
member of the Politburo and Khrush- 
chev, first secretary of the party. 

The “jewish question” played a 
prominent part in these conferences 
and the last session, at which all the 
above-mentioned leaders were present, 
was almost entirely devoted to discus- 
sion of Jewish problems in the Soviet 
Union. And whereas the other ques- 
tions discussed are of great political 
and social significance—and I[ might 
write of them on another occasion 
—I will here limit myself to the 
“Jewish question.” 

For the sake of brevity I will in- 

(Continued on page 32) 
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yi May 1947 a Jewish Museum was 

opened in New York City at 92nd 
Street and Fifth Avenue. The build- 
ing. formerly the family mansion of 
Felix M. Warburg, had been donated 
by his widow and family to the Jew- 
ish Theological Seminary, which con- 
verted it into the museum. 

As the descriptive brochure informs 
us. “The Jewish Museum is dedicated 
to the exhibition of Jewish ceremonial 
art and the promotion of the visual 
values of Judaism.” Exhibits of ob- 
jects used for Holy Days and in the 
religious ceremonies in the synagogue 
occupy the three upper floors. The en- 
trance floor is given over to transient 
exhibitions of painting and sculpture, 
usually the work of a contemporary 
Jewish artist. 

In the permanent collection are 
many examples of Jewish ceremonial 
art. Torah curtains done in expensive 
cloth and elaborately ornamented hang 
on the walls. There are cases placed 
around the room so that everything 
may be easily viewed, show groggers, 
mezuzahs, draidels, phylactory cases, 
scrolls of the Esther story, Torah 
pointers and many objects used for 
religious ceremonies. The most nu- 
merous and most interesting display is 
the collection of Menorahs and Hanu- 
kah lamps. 


The museum directors have chosen 
to group these examples of the ritual 
art by geographical origin and by the 
metal used in their manufacture. Since 
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Visit to the Jewish Museum 





By STELLA BUCHWALD 


Jews settled in many different coun- 
tries in their wanderings, a geograph- 
ical grouping seems warranted. Work 
from Italy, Germany, Russia, Poland, 
Persia, North Africa, Morocco, Syria, 
Palestine are represented. 

However, why should there be sepa- 
rate groupings by the metal employed? 
It is true that in many of these coun- 
tries Jews were forbidden by law to 
work in precious metals, that they were 
excluded from the craft guilds. For 
this reason the actual work and manu- 
facture was done by non-Jews, al- 
though the execution was supervised 
by Jews. Brass and silver ornaments 
were very popular—silver because it 
was costly, and brass because it is 
shiny like gold. The ceremonial ob- 
jects done in these metals are very 
elaborate and the designs are intricate. 

But the grouping has little to do 
with the metals themselves. Some of 
these pieces are beautiful. There are 
lovely cases for the Esther Megilla 
done in fine filagree, delicate boxes 
for phylacteries, richly carved Torah 
pointers, artistic groggers and drai- 
dels. On the other hand, where pewter 
and wood were used, the work is much 
simpler. Pewter, a tin alloy which is 
cheap, was used for household needs. 
In those localities where the people 
were poor, they decorated these uten- 
sils and used them for rituals. They 
have a homemade look. 

On the fourth floor there is a dis- 
play of medals, coins and plaques. 
The coins are of particular interest 
because they have to do directly with 
the life of the people. Also on this 
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floor are small pictures of some of the 
rich and influential Jews who lived in 
the United States during the Ameri- 
can Revolution. 


What do we think as we pass from 
case to case holding these exam- 
ples of Jewish ceremonial art? Are 
we thinking as Jews as we look at 
the familiar objects or do we try to 
find their value as works of art? Per- 
haps it is with both head and heart 
that we view the exhibition. For with 
the Jewish people, as with any minor- 
ity which is discriminated against, the 
art forms do not have a normal de- 
velopment and we cannot judge the 
work merely as “art.” 

It is interesting to see how each 
country has left its mark on this art. 
Although the religious aspect has re- 
mained constant, the form and decora- 
tion has taken on the style of the place 
and the craftsmen who made it. The 
spice boxes, draidels, prayer plates 
and other familiar objects remain the 
same, yet change with each country 
of ori-in. This can best be seen in the 
Hanukah lamps which show the most 


creative design and carry the stamp — 


of the country most clearly. 





Notwithstanding the interesting ex- 
hibits and the pleasant, well-built 
house, there is an air of cold long-for- 
gotten atmosphere over the cere- 
monial art in the Jewish Museum. If 
someone came down from another 
planet and paid a visit to the museum, 
that visitor would think of the Jews 
as an extinct people. There is nothing 
that links the people who used these 
articles in the synagogues with the 
living people who still used the same 
kind of things. No one, after a visit, 
would suspect that six million Jews 
had been killed by Hitler or that 
there had been a valiant resistance by 
Jews who held their synagogues wher- 
ever they could. There is nothing of 
Jewish aliveness. 

Perhaps the directors might make 
the legends that explain the exhibits 
more interesting and informative. Per- 
haps more of the homespun ritual 
ornaments can be found and brought 
to the museum. Yet, it is rewarding to 
visit the Jewish Museum and enjoy 
the interesting ceremonial objects used 
by Jews that are gathered here. 

The museum is open Monday 
through Thursday from 1 to 5 PM 
and on Sunday from 11 AM to 6 PM. 





Anti-Semitism 





Flares in Poland 


EADERS of Poland’s jews and advocates of the Gomulka regime 
are deeply disturbed over the mounting manifestations of anti- 
Semitism. Jews have been removed from positions, Jewish children 
have been withdrawn from schools, anti-Jewish leaflets have been dis- 
tributed and hooligans have committed anti-Semitic acts in recent 
weeks. The plague is even to be found among Communist Party 
members. Leaders of the Jewish Cultural-Social Union maintain that 
the desire of Jews to emigrate to Israel should be regarded sympa- 
thetically. The Polish press is condemning anti-Semitism. Late in 
December the official Polish Communist Party newspaper, Trybuna 
Ludu, published a strong article, “Pestilence that Poisons Life,” de- 
nouncing anti-Semitism in the strongest terms. The N. Y. Times re- 
ported (Jan. 2) that Polish Premier W. Gomulka, speaking at a dis- 
trict party meeting, “was particularly incensed at the veiled allusions 
of some members against others of Jewish origin.” 
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PARENTS! 


LIVING IN — PORT GREENE 
— KINGSVIEW 
— WILLIAMSBURGH 
— BROOKLYN HEIGHTS | 
— BROOKLYN IN GENERAL 


— LOWER MANHATTAN MAY COME TOO 


A new, PROGRESSIVE JEWISH SCHOOL is being started 
in Downtown Brooklyn. Children from 6-13 eligible. 


Please fill in form below and mail immediately to insure 
a place for your child. 


Organizing Committee For — 
Downtown Brooklyn Jewish School 


BOX E 41 

JEWISH LIFE 

22 East 17th Street, Room 601 
New York, N. Y. 


EE EI tla cn: sont eet oleae 

Name of Parents 

Meee os 

Tebeent: Pacis ie lh ees ee. 
Birth Date of Child 
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Salk anti-polio vaccine injections were given to as many of the 
120,000 children aged six months to three years as could be reached 
in January in a nation-wide inoculation campaign. The second injec- 
tion is being given in February. Injections will continue until April 
so that infants becoming six months old by then can be inoculated be- 
fore the polio season begins in May. . . . Minister of Health Y. Barzilai 
reported to the Knesset late in November that the Israel ratio of doc- 
tors to population, one for every 462 inhabitants, is the highest in the 
world. However, Israeli doctors are unevenly distributed in location 
and there is a great shortage of general practitioners. New doctors 
are now required to serve a year in villages and border settlements. 
e 
Habimah opened its season in September with an original He- 
brew play, / Like Mike, by Aharon Meged, poking fun at the family 
of a settler who has lived in Israel for 27 years and then succumbs 
to the lure of emigration to the United States. In September and 
December, Habimah also staged Dostoyevsky’s The Brothers Karama- 
zov, Strindberg’s Dream Play and O’Neill’s Anna Christie. Sched- 
uled for production this season are The Diary of Anne Frank, Efraim 
Kishon’s Black and White, a comedy on “intermarriage” between Ash- 
kenazi and Sefardi Jews in Israel, and “Yosh” Halevy’s S. S. Snonit 
on the Myomba Coast, showing what happened to an Israeli crew cast 
ashore on an African coast. . . . The Ohel Workers’ Theater has also 
produced an original Hebrew play by Meged, “5:5”; other plays to 
be staged include Lillian Hellman’s Autumn Garden, Chekhov’s Three 
Sisters, Shakespeare’s Much Ado About Nothing, Sidney Howard’s 
The Silver Cord and Abraham Goldfaden’s Shulamith, in connection 
with the 80th anniversary of the founding of the Yiddish theater by 
Goldfaden in Rumania. Obviously the shortage of Israel plays con- 
tinues. 
* 


Soviet books, newspapers and periodicals were barred from entry 
by the government on Dec. 17. Maariv (independent) and Al Hamish- 
mar (Mapam) condemned the action, Maariv pointing out that Israel 
would lose the valuable scientific information obtainable from Soviet 
technical books and journals. 
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Sami Amin Yousef, Arab medical student from a village in Galilee, 
won the Judah L. Magnes Scholarship award of $450, annually given 
to an Arab student at the Hebrew University. Yousef placed first 
among 280 contestants for admission to the Hebrew University- 
Hadassah Medical School in 1954. (Jewish Agency Digest, Jerusalem, 
Dec. 13.) 


* 
34 Italian Jews expelled from Egypt arrived in Tel Aviv by plane 
from Rome on Dec. 12. They told the New York Times reporter they 
had been imprisoned from Nov. 1 to Nov. 24 and that “their homes 
had been ransacked and looted of everything of value.” The same 
day an Italian steamer landed in Haifa with 31 deportees from Egypt 
and 97 refugees from Hungary. On Dec. 18 a plane from Greece 
landed 78 Jews deported from Egypt at the Lydda airport. They told 
a Reuters newsman that customs officials in Egypt seized jewels with 
the statement: “These are to cover the damage caused in Port Said.” 


e 
U.S. State Department invalidation of passports for travel in the 
Middle East was “a godsend for Israel’s own young musicians,” who 
had a chance to replace American artists who failed to arrive. Daniel 
Barenboim, 14-year-old pianist, played the Mendelssohn G minor 
Concerto with the Israel Philharmonic, Rina Braverman performed 
the Third Beethoven Piano Concerto, and Zvi Harel-Warschauer played 
the Schumann Cello Concerto. The Philharmonic performed the 
world premiere of the Israeli composer Paul Ben-Haim’s The Sweet 
Psalmist of Israel. Late in December the orchestra had a twentieth 
anniversary celebration of Toscanini’s launching the forerunner of 
the Philharmonic in 1936. At its last concert the Philharmonic Or- 
chestra Board had decided that Don Juan by Richard Strauss would 
be performed despite the official ban on Strauss as a favorite with the 
nazis. But criticism in part of the press, leaflets and swastikas smeared 
on concert posters led the Board to cancel the performance of Don 
Juan but, as a protest, not to play anything else instead. (New York 
Times, Dec. 23.) 

e 
Economically, a year-end review (N. Y. Times, Jan. 3) showed 
Israel’s production in 1956 had expanded by 20 per cent in agricul- 
ture and five per cent in manufacturing. Trade also expanded but the 
foreign trade gap widened, with imports for the first nine months 
totaling $274,000,000 and exports only $82,300,000. 

° 
Hebrew University admitted its first non-jew (and non-Arab), Eve 
Beling of Germany, a 25-year-old sociology graduate student who will 
write a doctoral dissertation on the acculturation of German Jews in 


Israel. (U.P., Dec. 21.) 
M. U. S. 
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Committee of 260 to save JEw- 
isH Lire: Our magazine needs an in- 
come of $100 for every working day 
in the year (260) to stay alive. Can 
you, dear reader, take the responsi- 
bility of getting several friends together 
who would pledge to raise $100 or 
more during the year? If 260 such 
groups would be organized through- 
out our land, there would be fewer 
gray hairs on your business manager’s 
head and more hair on your manag- 
ing editor’s. And if you don’t care 
about the hair on our heads, we know 
that you do want to be assured 
that the only progressive English pub- 
lication for the American Jewish com- 
munity will continue to appear. So, 
we're calling all towns, villages, cities 
from coast to coast to join the Com- 
mittee of 260 to Save Jewish LIFE. 

We already have 5 members on our 
committee, from coast to coast: thank 
you, San Francisco, for the initial $50; 
the group of friends in Bklyn—$50; 
Bronx—$50; Manhattan—$35, and a 
pledge from a Bronx fraternal group 
to raise $100. We haven’t heard from 
anyone between the two coasts. Let’s 
fill that gap with functioning commit- 
tees. 


Meet Our Star Salesman, Sam 
Green. “All my life I’ve been a sales- 
man,” says Sam. “But that was to 
make a living—now I’m doing it for 
pleasure.” He’s busy spreading our 
Anthology among his friends and 
neighbors and to bookshops. To him 
the book is a bridge between the Yid- 
dish speaking and English speaking 
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By ANNE FRIEDLANDER 


American Jews; it represents a continu- 
ity of the rich cultural heritage of 
the immigrant Yiddish writers and the 
younger American Jewish writers who 
are today using their talents to reflect 
the aspirations and struggles of the 
English speaking American Jews. 


The Jewish-American Cultural Club 
of Los Angeles is a busy place. 

Writes Fannie C.: “County Super- 
intendent of Schools in L. A. made a 
statement in connection with the re- 
jection of Negro teachers in spite of 
the shortage of teachers. The members 
of the Jewish-American C.C., who are 
also members of a minority group, 
feel this injustice keenly. . . . We feel 
every citizen should enjoy equal rights 
regardless of race, color, creed. We 
therefore sent a letter to Mr. Trilling- 
ham congratulating him on his cour- 
ageous stand.” 





CALLING ALL NEW YORKERS 
AND SUBURBANITES 


To a JEWISH LIFE theater party 


The Play: Purple Dust 
by SEAN O'CASEY 
The Date: FEBRUARY 21, 1957 
(Washington's Birthday Eve) 
The Place: THE CHERRY LANE THEATER 
38 Commerce St., New York 
Tickets: $6, $5, $4, and $3. 


Call WA 4-5740 for reservations. It's a hit 
play and got rave reviews. Hurry and get 
your tickets. 
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Greetings from London 


Editors, JewisH LIFE: 

May I add my best wishes on JEw- 
isH Lire’s Tenth Anniversary. To 
have withstood ten years of pressure 
and the ideological confusion arising 
from the establishment of the State of 
Israel and the most recent conse- 
quences of the cult of the individual, 
with its violations and abuses of so- 
cialist legality and grave errors in na- 
tional policy is evidence both of Jew- 
isH Lire’s maturity and of the fund 
of political understanding and good 
will still to be found with large num- 
bers of people. 

I have been, since its inception, a 
regular reader of JewisH Lire and I 
have on many occasions made refer- 
ence to its files, both for facts and 
ideas. 

I hope you will continue for a long 
time yet. The problems which call for 
a journal, like Jewish Lire will be 
with us for many a year and conse- 





NOTICE TO FORMER MEMBERS OF THE 
1WO CEMETERY DEPARTMENT 


In case of death in the family, please bring 
with you the deed of the grave plot pur- 
chased from the Cemetery Department. We 
will take care of everything with the least 
trouble to you. 


1. J. MORRIS, Inc. 
9701 Church Ave., Brooklyn 
Tel.: DI 2-1273 


in Hempstead, L. |., Tel. is IV 6-2500 
Chapels in every part of the city 
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quently its viewpoint and solutions 
will be required as an aid in resolving 
them. 


London, England Lazar ZAIDMAN 


Advice From Readers 


Editors, JewtsH LiFe: 

Enclosed is my check for five dol- 
lars, $2.50 for a year’s renewal of Jew- 
1sH Lire, which I treasure and share 
with all my friends, and $2.50 for a 
copy of the “Jewish Life” Anthology, 
which I’m sure I'll enjoy possessing 
and which I will promote among all 
my friends as a must and as a wonder- 
ful gift to others. In fact, you may ex- 
pect future orders from me, as I know 
a couple of people to whom I'd like to 
present this book. 

I was glad to see Ruth Ehrlich’s 
letter about the Hollywood Kinder 
Shule. My daughter has been going 
to the West Adams Kinder Shule for 
over three years. She, too, as Ruth 
Ehrlich says in her letter, loves Shule 
so and derives so much from the his- 
tory, music and soul of our people and 
other minority groups, that she can 
hardly wait from one Sunday to the 
next. 

With best wishes for a Happy, Suc- 
cessful New Year. 


Los Angeles J. K. 


Editors, Jewish Lire: 

Enclosed find five dollars for re- 
newal for two years. You should really 
ask people for two-year subs—easier 
for the subscriber and easier for you. 


New York City M.S. 
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AT HOME 


Senator Ralph E. Flanders on Jan. 
10 urged that “an important habit of 
thought which we must get rid of is 
that Germany must be armed as a 
major element of defense against So- 
viet aggression.” In this speech before 
a conference under the auspices of the 
Conference of Christians and Jews, he 
added that we must negotiate with the 
Soviet Union “for a united Germany 
which agrees to be unarmed and 
neutral but otherwise free.” (N. Y. 
Times, Jan. 11.) 


At an Un-American Committee hear- 
ing in San Francisco early in Decem- 
ber, anti-Communist “expert” John 
Caldwell remarked that at a bookshop 
he “was able to Jew the seller down.” 
When unfriendly witness Aubrey 
Grossman protested this “anti-Semitic 
slur,” subcommittee chairman Rep. 
Clyde Doyle replied that “it was his 
statement of fact.” Doyle added, 
“That’s not prejudice. That’s been used 
historically. That’s no insult to the 
Jewish race.” 


Jews and Negroes are barred from 
the track team of the New York 
Athletic Club, an investigation by the 
New York City Commission on Inter- 
group Relations revealed late last Dec. 
The inquiry was made after City Coun- 
cilman Earl Brown had complained 
against the discrimination. Commis- 
sion Chairman Herbert Bayard Swope 
recommended that the city discontinue 
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use of the club’s facilities for publicly 
sponsored occasions. 


An increase of 17 in the number of 
senators voting against Senate Rule 22 
to curb filibusters was an encouraging 
feature of the anti-segregation fight in 
Congress. The vote against Rule 22 on 
jan. 5 was 38, while it was only 21 in 
1953. 


A student was expelled at the Univer- 
sity of Wisconsin by the Committee of 
Student Guidance on Dec. 14 for hav- 
ing placed a home-made bomb at the 
school’s Hillel Foundation. Two ac- 
complices were placed on probation. 


Non-discriminatory hiring practices 
are now a policy of 18 railroads operat- 
ing in New York and New Jersey, it 
was announced on Dec. 10 by the New 
York State Commission Against Dis- 
crimination. On Oct. 1, the Commission 
had announced that 18 airlines serving 
New York had reiterated an anti-dis- 
criminatory hiring policy. 


Circulation of the Jewish Daily For- 
ward has dropped from about 200,000 
in the 1920’s to about 95,000 (prob- 
ably an over-generous figure) today, 
according to a survey released by the 
Common Council for American Unity 
in Dec. The survey also showed that 
the whole foreign language press had 
fallen from about 2,000 publications 
with a circulation of about ten million 
about the time of World War I to 834 
with a circulation of about four and a 
half million today. 
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Ban against painting of human 
beings by the Jewish religion was prob- 
ably violated over 1,700 years ago, 
judging from paintings on the walls 
of the Dura-Europos synagogue. This 
is the conclusion of Carl H. Kraeling 
in his book, The Synagogue, published 
by Yale University Press in Jan. 


ABROAD 


Intense anti-Semitism _ broke out 
during the Hungarian tragedy, reports 
indicate. The London Jewish Chronicle 
reported (Dec. 21) that refugees ar- 
riving in Haifa said that “slogans in- 
citing the population to murder Jews 
appeared on the walls of Budapest dur- 
ing the uprising. There were such slo- 
gans as ‘Kill Jews’ and ‘Do not fear 
Auschwitz, Isaac, we will finish you 
off here.” At a press conference on 
Dec. 19, Hungarian Minister of State 
George Marosan charged that rebels 
inflicted progroms against Jews in the 
cities of Vamosperos, Nyiradony, 
Hajduanas, Balkany, Mariakocs and 
Nyirbator. Jews in Austrian refugee 
camps have been subjected to anti- 
Semitism. British Rabbi R. Posner re- 
ported after a visit to the Austrian 
refugee camps, states the London Jew- 
ish Chronicle (Dec. 26), that “Most 
of the refugees insisted on living out- 
side the camps, mainly in Vienna, be- 
cause of the hostile attitude of Hun- 
garian non-Jewish refugees. There had, 
said Rabbi Posner, been anti-Semitic 
incidents in the camps, and the Aus- 
trian government had issued a warn- 
ing that it would not tolerate anti- 
Semitism. . . . Rabbi Posner said that 
he had been informed that most of the 
Jews had fled because they feared the 
Hungarians, not the Russians.” The 
N. Y. Times reported (Jan. 15) an 
anti-Jewish outbreak at a_ refugee 
camp near Salzburg. Latest figures 
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(N. Y. Times, Jan. 14) are that about 
16,500 Jews, or about 14 per cent of 
Hungary’s 120,000 Jews, had fled. 


When a golf club at Southend, Eng- 
land, vetoed the membership applica- 
tion of a Jew, six Jewish members re- 
signed and the golf club was deprived 
in Jan. of its license to use a municipal 
golf course. 


A National Paul Robeson Conference 
in Manchester, England, representing 
several million trade unionists, meeting 
in Nov. to invite Robeson to sing in 
England, heard Dr. I. W. Slotki, leader 
of Manchester’s jewish community for 
a half century, urge on the campaign 
by his speech on “freedom of music.” 


Rabbi A. Ungar, Reform rabbi of a 
congregation at Port Elizabeth, South 
Africa, was ordered to leave the coun- 
try in Dec. He had been a sharp critic 
of the government, which he accused 
of following Hitler’s policy. 


Among Jewish winners in the Olym- 
pics were U.S. weightlifter Isaac Ber- 
ger (gold medal), Hungarian gymnast 
Agnes Keleti (two gold medals, one 
silver) ; Hungarian swimmer Eva Sze- 
kely (silver medal), Russians R. Bre- 
ner (diver, sixth), A. Erdman (shoot- 
ing, second). 


An anti- Jewish group, calling itself 
“Mexican Anti-Communist University 
Front,” is active in Mexico City. Dur- 
ing the Suez crisis the group petitioned 
the President of Mexico to “freeze” 
funds of Jewish citizens in order to 
prevent aid to Israel. 


Jews are returning to Germany from 
Israel and elsewhere at the rate of 60 
a month, it was reported in Bonn on 
Dec. 18. The Jewish population of 
West Germany and West Berlin is now 
said to be 25,600, while about 11,500 
live in East Germany and 700 in East 
Berlin. L. H. 


31 





SOVIET LEADERS AND THE 
JEWISH QUESTION 


(Continued from page 22) 


dicate the main questions we raised in 
this connection and the explanations 
we received. At the end I will attempt 
to draw conclusions. 

And now to our questions. 

In view of the fact that no official 
explanation has been given of events 
of 1948 and 1949 during which all 
Jewish institutions — including the 
Jewish publishing house and the paper 
Ainikeit—were closed and Jewish 
writers, cultural workers and commun- 
ity leaders arrested; and the circum- 
stances around the arrest of the Jew- 
ish doctors have not been sufficiently 
clarified, there is a strong body of 
opinion in other countries—particu- 
larly among Jewish people—that an 
official or at least an authoritative 
statement openly drawing proper con- 
clusions is necessary to clear the air 
and create the social and political at- 
mosphere for the renewal of Jewish 
cultural-social activity within the So- 
viet Union. 

The answers were in substance the 
following. 

It is true that Jewish writers and 
leaders suffered at the hands of the 
Beria gang, but writers and leaders of 
all other peoples and republics suf- 
fered no less. The Ukrainian writers 
suffered proportionately more than 
Jewish writers. The same was the case 
with the Georgians. Russian writers 
also were victims. 

As for the “doctors’ affair” more 
non-Jewish than Jewish physicians 
were arrested at the time. When I in- 
terjected that the official charge 
against the doctors was a plot to kill 
Soviet leaders on orders from the 
“Joint Distribution Committee” and 
Zionists and that therefore the affair 
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had taken on an anti-Jewish character, 
I was told that a number of the non- 
Jewish doctors indicted were also ac- 
cused as agents of foreign countries. 
(Whether the answer is satisfactory is 
another question. ) 

Since Beria and his group were ex- 
posed, everything is being done to 
correct the wrongs, they said. The gov- 
ernment has openly condemned the 
frame-up of the doctors and all of 
them are back at their previous posts. 
The dead Jewish writers have been 
rehabilitated along with others, their 
families are being assisted and their 
works published. Those who did not 
perish have also been rehabilitated 
and are continuing their work. 

Regarding the Jewish Anti-Fascist 
Committee, we were told it became in 
its later stages a sort of aid society 
engaged in securing jobs and living 
accommodation for Jews. This called 
forth great dissatisfaction in some cir- 
cles. People asked why this committee 
intervened and sought special conces- 
sions for Jewish citizens while all 
others took up their problems directly 
with local government bureaus. 

About Ainikeit, the organ of the 
Anti-Fascist Committee, we were told 
that this paper had done great dam- 
age, playing into the hands of anti- 
Semitic elements by constantly exag- 
gerating the role Jews performed in 
the post-war reconstruction of ruined 
cities and regions. “That Jew is head 
of the project in Minsk.—That one is 
head of the project in Vilna . . . and 
so on.” It went so far that many Jews 
complained about it. 

When later I asked a very respected 
Jewish activist whether these claims 
were justified, he sat stunned. It is not 
true, he said, that the Anti-Fascist 
Committee engaged in such work. 
What may be true is that Mikhoels, 
eager to help everyone, may have giv- 
en letters to individuals needing a 
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place to live in those post-war years. 
But even if he did that, he did it as 
a member of the Moscow Soviet. 

“These things were thought up by 
Jewish renegades who played the part 
of informers. The same was true,” he 
argued, “about Ainikeit.” 

The answer to our request for a 
public explanation was that in their 
opinion it was neither necessary nor 
well-advised. Not necessary because 
the wrongs are being corrected and 


V: STATUS OF SOVIET 


HE second group of questions 

that our delegation placed before 
the Soviet leaders dealt with the fun- 
damental problem of the official defini- 
tion of the Soviet Jews as a group. In 
other words, we wanted to ascertain 
whether the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union considers the Jews a 
people, a nationality, a national min- 
nority, a national group or a religious 
community. 

Superficially this may strike the 
reader as a strange, hair-splitting ques- 
tion. The truth is however that this 
question goes to the very roots of our 
problem. For under Soviet conditions 
it is the ideological approach of the 
party to any question which is gen- 
erally the decisive factor in its solu- 
tion. That is why the manner of our 
introducing this question and the na- 
ture of the reply are so extremely im- 
portant and significant. 


Our delegation asked whether Sov- 
iet Jews are considered a community 
entitled to their own newspapers, edu- 
cational institutions, cultural associa- 
tions, theaters, etc. 

The reply was that in Birobidjan 
the Jews are such a community and 
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actions speak for themselves. And not 
well-advised because such a statement 
would create much dissatisfaction. 
Other peoples and republics who also 
suffered from Beria’s onslaught on 
their culture and artists would wonder: 
why a statement only about jews? 

Well, again it’s the same. Whether 
the answers are satisfactory or not, is 
a separate matter and | will write 
about that below. But these were the 
replies to our first question. 


JEWS 


have a newspaper in Yiddish, schools 
and other institutions. Outside Biro- 
bidjan they have no special status but 
are considered and treated like all other 
citizens of a given republic. For ex- 
ample, Moscow possesses a_ large 
Ukrainian, Armenian and Georgian 
population. But none of these people 
have their own newspapers, schools 
and theaters. They read Russian news- 
papers, send their children to the Rus- 
sian schools, etc. Imagine what would 
happen if each of the above groups 
as well as others who come to the 
capital from other Soviet republics 
would start publishing their own news- 
papers in Moscow If they want news- 
papers or books in their own lan- 
guage, they can get them from their 
respective republics. 

I pointed out that in the period 
following the revolution and continu- 
ing until the middle thirties this was 
not the approach. In those years there 
developed a rich and creative Jewish 
cultural life. A network of Jewish 
schools existed throughout Russia, 
Ukraine, Belorussia, etc. Yiddish 
newspapers, magazines, theaters, sci- 
entific institutes and publishing houses 
existed in many centers. Even after 
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the war and until 1945, when every- 
thing was suddenly closed down, there 
was a significant level of cultural 
activity in the Yiddish language in 
Moscow and in several other cities. 

This was the answer: 

The building of socialism and the 
great expansion of heavy industry 
transformed the social structure of 
Jewish life. The small town with its 
patrjarchal mode of life disappeared. 
Former cap makers and tailors be- 
came workers in large enterprises in 
the big cities. Their interests are the 
same as their fellow workers’. They 
speak the same language and belong 
to the same organizations. They want 
their children to have every oppor- 
tunity. so they send them to the same 
school as the rest of the population. 
They became integrated into the life 
around them. Every vocation is open 
to them and they do not need any 
specific cultural or communal activity 
in the Yiddish language. They live 
their lives in the surrounding culture. 
Those who still desire specific Jewish 
activity are small in numbers and they 
comprise the more backward elements. 
It would be an “anachronism,” we 
were told, to base the party’s policy 
on them. 

I argued that even if the situation 
is as described, there would still be 
several hundred thousand Soviet Jews 
who desire and need specific secular 
Jewish cultural and communal expres- 
sion. Socialist justice, I declared, re- 
quired that the possibilities be given 
these Jews to obtain them. 

At this point one of the partici- 
pants asked me how I knew that 
there were several hundred thousand 
people who desired the things that I 
described. I answered with another 
question: how did he know that there 
weren't? To this he did not reply. 

Nevertheless we were assured the 
following: 
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First, the work of the Jewish writers 
is being translated into Russian and 
other languages. They will thus be 
read by many more people than in 
the past. 

Second, there would shortly ap- 
pear a Yiddish literary journal. 

Third, a number of books in Yid- 
dish would shortly be published. 

And last, the number of jewish con- 
cert groups is increasing. 

(How the above outline corresponds 
to the integration theory is a subject 
in itself to which I shall return.) 

This, then, led us to another ques- 
tion—a question which arises natu- 
rally out of the foregoing discussion 
and exchange of views. 

On several occasions I emphasized 
the need to allow the Soviet jews— 
those that desire Jewish cultural-com- 
munal expression—to decide for them- 
selves the extent and nature of the 
cultural, educational and social insti- 
tutions that were required. Naturally 
none of these would be contrary to 
the interests of socialism and the So- 
viet state. I argued that in order to 
achieve this objective the Jewish 
working population would require 
seme form of democratically consti- 
tuted body (on an all-Union or re- 
public scale) that would have official 
recognition and support from the gov- 
ernment. Such a committee could be 
elected at periodic conferences of 
representatives of Jewish workers’ 
clubs (that would first have to be 
established) throughout the country. 
Such a central committee could or- 
ganize, develop and co-ordinate the 
cultural, educational and social activ- 
ity in all parts of the country. Such 
a committee could serve as a means 
of contact between the non-religious 
part—which is the larger part—of 
Soviet Jews with Jewish labor and 
progressive forces throughout the 
world. It could also participate in in- 
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Recent News About Soviet Jews 


BROADCAST on the Moscow radio on Jan. 10 announced that a 
Yeshiva (rabbinical seminary) had been set up in Moscow. Chief 
Rabbi S. Shliffer will head the new institution. 

A Jewish cultural resurgence is taking place in Vilna. In the 
past months a chorus of 120 has been assembled, expected to reach 
200 soon, a Yiddish dramatic group of 30 is functioning with an 
advisory council of 19 cultural figures, and a dancing group of 30 is 
rehearsing. Large display bills in both Yiddish and Lithuanian in the 
center of Vilna invite people to join the groups. At the end of De- 
cember 1956 the first public performance of the three groups was 
given before an overflow audience. The drania group presented the 
first act of Sholem Aleichem’s “200,000,” the chorus sang folk songs 
and the dancers performed Jewish and contemporary dances. 

Thirty-four Soviet Yiddish writers late in December greeted their 
colleague Noah Lurye, a leading Yiddish fiction wirter, on his 70th 
birthday. 

On Nov. 24, a delegation of seven Soviet Yiddish writers accompan- 
ied the widow of Aron Kushnirov in laying flowers on the grave of the 
noted Yiddish poet and heroic fighter in World War II, Aron Kush- 


nirov, who died shortly after the war. 


— ee 














ternational jewish peace conferences 
and other important Jewish congresses 
of a progressive character. 

In outlining the above proposi- 
tions I had in mind the Jewish 
Social-Cultural Association in Poland 
—an organization that is responsible 
for the rich and widespread Yiddish 
cultural activity among the Jews of 
People’s Poland and which receives 
such wholehearted support from the 
government of that country. I did not 
mention the Polish experience by 
name since I felt that Poland was not 
too highly regarded in Moscow at that 
time. 

But the Soviet representatives, cling- 
ing to their previous positions about 
the developments and changes in the 
life of the Soviet Jews, maintained 
that such a central body as I proposed 
was not necessary. They did agree that 
it would be advisable for Soviet Jews 
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to participate in certain international 
gatherings. But this did not require a 
special central apparatus or commit- 
tee. 

(It is ‘relevant to note that a num- 
ber of prominent Soviet Jews recently 
issued an appeal to jews in other 
countries regarding the present Egypt- 
Israel crisis. Furthermore, a Soviet 
Jewish delegation attended the unveil- 
ing of a monument in Paris to the 
memory of those Jewish fighters who 
perished in the struggle against the 
nazi murders. It is significant that 
neither among the signatories nor in 
the Paris delegation were there in- 
cluded any of the Yiddish writers. But 
there did participate in both groups 
people who told me personally that 
Soviet Jews have become so integrated 
that there was no longer a need for 
specific cultural activity, let alone 
specific communal organizations. ) 
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{jw third group of questions con- 
cerned the charges and reports of 
anti-Semitism and _ discrimination 
against Jews in the Soviet Union. 

From all of these conversations, in- 
cluding those with ordinary Jewish 
citizens, I was able to conclude that 
until the end of the war there was lit- 
tle evidence of anti-Jewish discrimina- 
tion, that there was no significant sign 
of discrimination against Jews and 
that until then there had been ab- 
solutely no public expression of anti- 
Semitism. After the war there did be- 
gin to be felt and heard anti-Semitic 
opinions and actions in various parts 
of the Soviet Union. This was espe- 
cially true of the districts which had 
been occupied for a long period by 
the Axis. 

In the last dark years of Stalin’s 
one-man rule there were times when 
his acts bore a definitely anti-Semitic 
character. (Here it should be noted 
that—although it does not make the 
experience of the Jewish people any 
less severe—Stalin exhibited even 
more hatred and distrust toward a 
number of smaller peoples. With the 
greatest brutality he drove these peo- 
ples from their ancient homes and 
sent them to distant exile without the 
consent of the party or government.) 

The most bitter period for the Jew- 
ish people was from 1948 to the spring 
of 1953, when Stalin died. Bitter as 
gall was the period of the doctors’ 
frameup. During the course of these 
four to five years very many Jews 
were displaced from high positions in 
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Vi: ANTI-SEMITISM IN THE USSR? 


the party and from certain govern- 
ment posts (particularly from the 
foreign service). Jewish students also | 
found it more difficult to enter uni- 
versity and certain heads of factories 
were not too anxious to hire Jews. 
Great fear seized the Jewish masses. 

It may be paradoxical but it is nev- 
ertheless true that even during the 
worst years Jews continued to occupy 
innumerable positions of the highest 
rank. Not only Lazar Kaganovich, who 
to this day is one of the top leaders 
of the government, but actually many 
thousands of Jews held and were pro- 
moted in their positions as professors, 
teachers, writers, artists, musicians, 
singers, actors, engineers, factory di- 
rectors, etc. In fact Jews were to be 
found in most trades and enterprises. 

Since Stalin’s death the lot of the 
Jews has steadily improved and the 
fear is disappearing. 

Before I deal with the answers that 
were received regarding the position 
of the jewish people today, I would 
like, albeit briefly, to deal with sev- 
eral of the general statements regard- 
ing Stalin’s actions during the latter 
years of his life. This will make it a 
bit easier to understand some of the 
paradoxical situations which devel- 
oped in the USSR. 

According to people who were in 
the leadership of the Soviet Commun- 
ist Party, Stalin justified all of his 
actions with the excuse that they were 
in the interest of socialism in the 
USSR. His false theory that as social- 


ism advances the class struggle intensi- 
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fies rather than weakens, his convic- 
tion that war is inevitable and his 
mania that he was personally sur- 
rounded by enemies, all led to the 
most outrageous acts. 

This has a bearing on the fact that 
officially the government never pur- 
sued a policy of deliberate anti-Semit- 
ism and Jews were able to hold the 
highest positions in the worst times. 
But when a certain woman doctor, 
who was one of Beria’s agents among 
medical personnel, accused the doc- 
tors who attended Zhdanov of deliber- 
ately allowing him to die, Stalin’s de- 
mented brain immediately sensed a 
conspiracy that must be rooted out. 
Under Stalin’s one-man rule, without 
the slightest regard for law or human 
decency the whole state apparatus was 
set into motion with devilish speed. 
The press and radio began to spread 
the Stalin-Beria story that there had 
been uncovered a doctors’ plot—a 
group of “devils in white” who were 
serving “the imperialists, the Zionists 
and the Jewish Joint Distribution 
Committee of America.” Naturally, the 
doctors confessed to all of the fabri- 
cated charges. This made the position 
of the Jewish people very unpleasant. 

And yet in the very midst of 
this atmosphere of terror there oc- 
curred such cases as that of a Jewish 
woman, resident in Moscow, a former 
Canadian, who could not obtain em- 
ployment because she was Jewish. In 
her despair she wrote a letter to Stalin 
outlining her case and _ requesting 
either a job or to be sent back to 
Canada. A few days latér she received 
a call from Stalin’s office. She was 
asked the name of the last firm that 
refused to hire her and was then in- 
structed to go there immediately and 
demand employment. When she ar- 
rived she was met by the director. 
He received her like a VIP, apo- 
logized to her profusely and immedi- 
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ately put her to work. So there you 
have the paradox occurring at the very 
moment of the most outrageous 
frame up which shook the Soviet Jew- 
ish community to its very foundations. 

This poisonous admixture of false 
theories, despotic dictatorial practices, 
years of lawlessness and brutality 
(legitimatized by the theory that the 
end justifies the means), suspicion of 
Jews, particularly the Yiddish speak- 
ing, because they might be susceptible 
to bourgeois and Zionist influences 
from abroad, and Stalin’s’ persecution 
mania together with the absence of 
any official or theoretically justified 
anti-Semitism, provides us with the 
background to the events of 1948-49, 
to the doctors’ plot and to the other 
tragic happenings which persisted un- 
til Stalin’s death. 

And while the major factors making 
up the above-mentioned Stalinist ad- 
mixture have been overcome, it is my 
opinion that certain elements of his 
policies still remain in operation. 

Now, regarding the charges and 
rumors that there is anti-Semitism 
and discrimination against Jews in the 
Soviet Union: 

There is no doubt that the heritage 
of anti-Semitism still persists among 
certain of the backward elements of 
the Soviet population. But it is impos- 
sible to speak of anti-Semitism as an 
official government policy when we 
find Jewish cabinet ministers, Jewish 
writers (who enjoy nationwide popu- 
larity), Jewish artists and scientists of 
every description, including the head 
of the all-union atomic energy devel- 
opment. Nevertheless there does exist 
an incomprehensible caution, a pecu- 
liar sensitivity when it comes to taking 
an open, bold and militant position 
against manifestations of backward- 
ness. This often leads to acts that are 
essentially discriminatory. 

Why, for example, is there no offi- 
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cial declaration regarding Stalin’s an- 
ti-Jewish actions? Is it because other 
Soviet peoples will ask why the gov- 
ernment issues a special declaration 
only about Jews? I cannot be con- 
tent with this reply. 

I asked why it is that passports and 
other personal documents of Jewish 
citizens are marked “Yevrei’ (Jew). 
When I asked how this practice 
squares with the statement that most 
Jews were fully integrated, I got no 
clear or satisfactory answer. 

I inquired why Pravda had omitted 
the reference to Jewish writers from 
its reprint of Eugene Dennis’ article. 
[The omitted passage is: “. . . snuf- 
fing out the lives of more than a score 
of Jewish cultural leaders. . . .”— 
Eds. | 

One of the editors of this Soviet 
paper replied that this was done be- 
cause it was a “controversial question 
in the USSR.” Now what kind of an 
excuse is this? Since when does Prav- 
da fear to handle controversial ques- 
tions? 

At one of the official sessions I 
inquired about Madame Furtseva’s 
famous interview with the National 
Guardian. I quoted from the Guardian 
those sections in which Mme. Furt- 
seva explains that in some government 
departments there was too great a con- 
centration of jews so that they were 
transferred to other jobs. [See Jew- 
IisH Lire, Aug. 1956, p. 9—Eds.] 

To my great regret and shame I 
must record the fact that, although 
one of the chief leaders who answered 
me neither corroborated or denied 
Mme. Furtseva’s words, his own ex- 
planation more than confirmed the es- 
sence of her statement. 

The truth is, he tried very hard to 
prove to me by examples that the 
transfer or dismissal of Jewish em- 
ployees in republics which were origi- 
nally backward but which now have 
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“their own” intelligentsia and profes- 
sionals able to fill the positions that 
Jews or Russians once held had noth- 
ing to do with anti-Semitism. But what 
is the meaning of “their own” in a 
socialist country? Why yield to the 
demands of undemocratic elements? 

Still worse was the example given 
of the importance in a state which 
includes many nations and peoples of 
always taking into account the sensi- 
tivity of these nations and _ peoples. 
He described the problem that arose 
when the government decided to send 
six talented music students to an. in- 
ternational competition. It so hap- 
pened that all of the six chosen were 
Jewish. But in the interests of good 
relations among peoples there was in- 
terference and only two Jews and four 
from other peoples were sent. “And 
the first prize in the festival was won 
by a Georgian,” he added. 

This example is not only in my 
opinion a slap in the face to the four 
eliminated Jewish students; it is also 
a criticism of those responsible for 
the Soviet Union’s nationalities policy. 
The explanation is full of colossal con- 
tradictions. How does it jibe with the 
“integration” theory and the concept 
that Jews “are expressing themselves 
in the culture of the people among 
whom they live?” This was the ex- 
planation every time I asked why full 
opportunities were not provided for a 
rebirth of Jewish culture. Who ex- 
amined, and why, the chosen student 
from Minsk, Moscow or Kiev, to find 
out if he was a 100 per cent White 
Russian, Great Russian or Ukrainian 
or if he was only a Jewish White Rus- 
sian, Jewish Great Russian or Jewish 
Ukrainian? Are there two classes of 
citizens in the Soviet republics? 

In my opinion such practices are 
in complete contradiction with the 
most elementary concepts of socialist 
equality. In my opinion this is an 
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example of inconsistency and of a 
catering to the most backward ele- 
ments in Soviet society. And in my 


Vil: 


LTHOUGH I have hitherto 
avoided naming persons who 
said this or that, I want to make an 
exception in the case of Nikita Krush- 
chev for several important reasons. 

First, because Khrushchev is now 
the most influential person in the 
Soviet party and government. His ap- 
proach to, or opinion on, any ques- 
tion is very important, perhaps 
decisive. What he had to say about 
Jewish problems is therefore of spe- 
cial significance and must be care- 
fully examined. 

Second, because I was disturbed by 
his attitude toward the “Jewish ques- 
tion” as he expressed it at our con- 
ference. I am _ especially concerned 
because in my opinion the main party 
leadership at present orients itself on 
Khrushchev’s central conclusions on 
Jewish questions in the Soviet Union, 
although they may not agree with all 
his approaches to these questions. 

Third, Khrushchev’s conclusions 
strengthened my conviction that the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
is still guilty of serious deviations 
from the liberating socialist theory of 
the solution of the national question 
in a socialist society. This deviation 
leads to Jewish problems in the USSR. 

For all these reasons and because I 
am convinced that the interests of so- 
cialism, of the Soviet Union and of 
Soviet Jews require a public discus- 
sion, polemic and criticism of every 
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opinion it is a form of discrimination 


that must be fought, exposed and elim- 


inated. 


THE VIEWS OF KHRUSHCHEV 


development in the USSR which is in 
contradiction with socialist democ- 
racy, or which smacks of backward 
prejudice, I-make an exception in the 
case of Khrushchev. 

As I mentioned earlier, Khrush- 
chev participated in the official dis- 
cussions at the final meeting with 
our delegation. The session took place 
in his own office and lasted for ap- 
proximately two hours. It was devoted 
almost exclusively to the Jewish prob- 
lem in the USSR. The reason for this 
was that both my colleagues on the 
Canadian delegation and the leaders 
of the Soviet party who had partici- 
pated in the previous sessions were 
aware that I was still dissatisfied with 
the explanations that we had received 
regarding. the “Jewish question.” 
Khrushchev was obviously aware of 
this fact. He therefore directed most 
of his remarks to me and tried to per- 
suade me of the consistent class char- 
acter of the party’s approach to this 
matter. Unfortunately his words had 
the opposite effect on me. Our dis- 
agreement became crystal clear. 

Khrushchev’s opening remarks were 
devoted to the achievements and prob- 
lems of the USSR. He dealt with some 
aspects of the 20th Congress of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
and with developments in the interna- 
tional arena, with special stress on 
their effect on preserving world peace. 
His views and conclusions on these 
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general questions were extraordinarily 
interesting and enlightening. I intend 
to write about these on another oc- 
casion. 

First, Khrushchev denied all slan- 
ders of anti-Semitism directed against 
himself and against the party. He 
listed the names of numerous Soviet 
Jews who held key positions in the 
USSR. He even mentioned that his 
daughter-in-law was Jewish. 

He repeated the view already men- 
tioned that Soviet Jews in the ma- 
jority were integrated in the general 
life of the country. He stressed that 
such integration was historically prog- 
ressive whereas separatism was reac- 
tionary. He disagreed with the idea 
of establishing Jewish schools. He 
showed how much better off Jewish 
children are if they go to the general 
schools and remarked that even in 
Kiev some comrades were complaining 
that the people preferred to send their 
children to the Russian rather than to 
the Ukrainian schools. In Lvov, he 
said, the Russian theater is competing 
with the Ukrainian theater. 

(I should point out that at no time 
did I propose any separating of Jew- 
ish children only from the general 
Soviet school system, although I feel 
this right too must be granted if there 
are sufficient parents who desire it. 
What I stressed was the right of that 
section of the Jewish population that 
desires to give its children a Jewish 
education to have the right and op- 
portunity of doing so. Whether this 
would be in the form of afternoon 
classes as is the case in Canada and 
the United States, or in the form of 
special classes in the regular govern- 
ment schools, or in the form of en- 
tirely separate schools where both the 
general and specific Jewish subjects 
are taught—as is the case frequently 
in Poland and Rumania—should be 
determined freely and democratically 
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by the parents who are interested in 
Jewish education.) 

Khrushchev then turned to the ques- 
tion that there are good and bad in 
every people, whether Russian, Ukrai- 
nian or Jewish. To make his point he 
listed some of the negative charac- 
teristics of the Jewish people. 

During the incorporation into the 
USSR of those parts of Rumania that 
reaction had captured during the revo- 
lution, very many Jews chose to re- 
turn to Rumania rather than to adopt 
Soviet citizenship. 

After the liberation of Chernovitz 
(Bukovina) the streets were found to 
be very dirty. When the Jews were 
asked why the streets were not cleaned, 
they replied that the non-Jewish popu- 
lation that used to be responsible for 
this task had fled the city. 

Thousands of Soviet citizens have 
taken tourist trips out of the country. 
Only three have failed to return. All 
of them were Jews. 

Wherever a Jew settles down, he 
immediately builds a synagogue. 

He, Khrushchev, agreed with Stalin 
that the Crimea, which was depopu- 
lated at the end of the war against 
Hitler, should not be designated a cen- 
ter for Jewish colonization, because in 
case of war it would be turned into 
a “place d’armes” {a base for attack] 
against the USSR. 

Solomon Lozovsky, world famous 
and devoted Old Bolshevik, for many 
years head of the “Red Trade Union 
International,” was unjustifiably ex- 
ecuted because he was dragged into 
the Crimea affair. 

(According to information at my 
disposal, Lozovsky perished together 
with the Jewish writers on Aug. 12, 
1952. One of Stalin’s false charges 
against these writers and against Loz- 
ovsky was that they wanted to “tear 
the Crimea away from the USSR.”) 

At the close of the discussion 
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Khrushchev advised me in a com- 
radely way not to allow myself to be 
saddled by the bourgeoisie and the 
Zionists. 

I was very disturbed by the fore- 
going and other remarks. They ex- 
press a backward prejudice against 
the Jews as a group, as a people— 
prejudice which is in sharpest contra-: 
diction with a Marxist way of thinking. 
It reminds me somewhat of Stalin’s 
approach to a number of small peoples 
during the war that he deported be- 
cause of the sins of certain individuals 
among them. Khrushchev _ himself 
sharply denounced Stalin for these 
practices at the 20th Congress. In 
my opinion Khrushchev’s statements 
to our delegation smack of Great-Rus- 
sian chauvinism, which Lenin so 
strongly fought all his life. I also 
feel that his approach to the question 
of the Jewish nationality is an unfor- 
givable violation of socialist democ- 
rdcy. It can only lead to forced as- 
similation instead of voluntary in- 
tegration, which is a historical proc- 
ess for generations. 


I cannot agree with those of my 
colleagues who argue that we have 
to approach Khrushchev’s remarks 
from a “class viewpoint” and seek out 
their “class content.” 

Certainly the class composition of 
the Russian Jews was a hundred thou- 
sand times less satisfactory in the 
years following the revolution than to- 
day, 40 years later. And what bound- 
less confidence and _ understanding 
Lenin had for the Jewish masses! 
What love and hope did the Jewish 
poor show for the new society in those 
years! 

If Khrushchev’s distrust of the Jew- 
ish people as a group is justified, then 
it is a terrible indictment not of the 
Soviet Jews, but of the Stalinist crimes 
and distortions of their nationalities 
policy in general and particularly as 
applied to the Jewish people. 

It is time that we speak plainly and 
enter into a public polemic with 
Soviet leaders on this painful matter. 
After Khrushchev’s statements there 
can be no question about the need for 
this task. 


Vill: HANGOVER FROM THE PAST? 


HE socialist solution of the na- 
tional question naturally occu- 
pied a very prominent place in the 
theoretical, organizational and propa- 
ganda work of Russian Marxists even 
before the revolution of 1917. One of 
the first laws adopted by the workers’ 
and peasants’ government was a 
“declaration on the rights of the peo- 
ples of Russia.” 
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When Stalin and several other lead- 
ers in 1922 showed, by their heavy- 
fisted methods used against the Geor- 
gians, that they were exhibiting Great- 
Russian chauvinist tendencies, Lenin, 
although seriously ill and confined to 
bed, felt it necessary to address a 
sharply critical letter on this subject 
to the Central Committee. In this let- 
ter he demanded the punishment of 
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those responsible ‘and their public cen- 
sure. (This letter has only recently 
been published in the Soviet Union. 
[English translation in Political Af- 
fairs, Nov. 1956, pp. 9-14.—Eds.]) 

With the consolidation of the Stalin 
regime there began, in addition to all 
other manifestations of lawlessness, an 
assault on the rights of the various 
peoples inhabiting the USSR. Under 
the cloak of combatting “bourgeois 
nationalism” there were cruelly liqui- 
dated the most devoted revolutionary 
leaders of the Ukraine, Georgia and 
other nationalities. This was also the 
case with some of the earliest leaders 
in Birobidjan and with some of the 
Jewish leaders in Soviet Russia 
proper. 

What I learned during my last trip 
to the USSR only complements and 
rounds out that section of Khrush- 
chev’s report in which are catalogued 
the heinous crimes committed against 
a whole number of Soviet peoples. 
Khrushchev’s terrible indictment chills 
the blood of every person with the 
slightest sensitivity. And those who try 
to minimize the terrible consequences 
of the distorted Stalin policy on the 
national question do not deserve to re- 
main as leaders and must not be en- 
trusted with the fate of peoples. 

If the violations of socialist prin- 
ciples disrupted the cultures of many 
smaller republics, in the case of Jew- 
ish culture the result was complete 
extinction. Whereas those peoples pos- 
sessing complete national character- 
istics—those living in compact masses 
on their own national territory—were 
able, even in the darkest days, to con- 
tinue to express themselves in their 
own language and other national 
forms, even though constricted, Soviet 
Jewish culture was completely cut 
down. Every tie between Yiddish cul- 
tural workers and those Jewish peo- 
ple who wholly or in part derived com- 
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fort and satisfaction from their crea- 
tive endeavors was brutally torn apart. 
Every form of Jewish cultural expres- 
sion was silenced at a single blow. 
Even Jewish books disappeared from 
the libraries and book stores. The only 
thing that survived is a dimly flicker- 
ing cultural candle for the several tens 
of thousands of Jews in Birobidjan. 

The 20th Congress touched on the 
questions. The resolution adopted de- 
clared: 

“In its national policy, the Party 
has always proceeded from the Lenin- 
ist principle that socialism, far from 
removing national distinctions and 
specific features, ensures the all-round 
development and efflorescence of the 
economies and cultures of all nations 
and nationalities. In future, too, the 
Party must attentively heed these spe- 
cific features in all its practical activi- 
ties.” 

However, we can deny that the 
party always proceeded from the 
Leninist principle.” Theoretically, 
yes. But what Stalin did with this 
principle Khrushchev himself exposed. 
But—and this is very important—I 
am convinced that the Soviet leaders 
and the party have still not returned to 
the path of principle on the national 
question. Consistency of principle 
would require that if there can exist 
Russian schools in Kiev there should 
also be room for Ukrainian schools in 
Moscow. Otherwise it smacks of Great- 
Russian chauvinism. What socialist 
principle could possibly lead to a lead- 
ing Soviet spokesman appearing as- 
tounded at the idea that there should 
be Ukrainian, Georgian or Yiddish 
newspapers in Moscow, if there are 
sufficient people who desire to read 
and support such publications? Even 
under the system of bourgeois de- 
mocracy we have a_ multi-language 
press in Toronto, Winnipeg, New York, 
Chicago, Paris, London, etc. So why 
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cannot a similar situation prevail in 
a socialist state? 

Canada is a two-nation state. The 
French-Canadian nation resides main- 
ly in the Province of Quebec. But there 
are also French-Canadian minorities 
in New Brunswick, in a number of dis- 
tricts in Ontario, in Manitoba and in 
several other parts of the country. 
Every socialist and every true demo- 
crat would fight against any attempt 
to prevent the French-Canadian peo- 
ple in these regions from publishing 
their own newspapers, from operating 
their own radio stations, etc. We con- 
sider these rights neither as a favor or 
a concession but as a democratic right. 
So why does a Soviet leader today say 
that if a Ukrainian or a Georgian in 
Moscow wishes to read a paper in his 
own language, he can subscribe to it 
from Kiev or Tiflis? 

Or take the matter of “too many 
Jews” in certain “government de- 
partments” (according to Madame 
Furtseva); or the dismissal of Jews 
from posts in certain republics be- 
cause these latter have now developed 
their “own intelligentsia” who can do 
the job; or the case of too many Jew- 
ish music students on a Soviet delega- 
tion. These are cases of injustice from 
every point of view. And even in 
Poland recently certain people, even 
top leaders of the party, were advocat- 
ing the Furtseva approach and azreed 
with Khrushchev’s advice on the 
Abramovitch’s and the Kowalskis. 
These Polish leaders publicly agitated 
for a “regulation of cadres,” i.e., that 
there should not be too high a propor- 
of Jews in certain jobs. 

Fortunately these so-called Marx- 
ists have been replaced in the leader- 
ship of the party and the government. 
The Polish party under Gomulka’s 
leadership at its historic eighth plen- 
um adopted the following resolution: 

“The party condemns those views 
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and methods that introduce into the 
ranks of the party artificial divisions 
based on national origin or discrimin- 
atory practices because of nationality, 
that lead to the awakening of anti- 
Semitic prejudices and other forms of 
nationalist tendencies, alien to the 
party’s ideology and tending to de- 
moralize the ranks of the party’s cad- 
re. The party’s cadre policy must be 
based on well defined principles such 
as political or professional qualifica- 
tions of the comrades concerned, their 
outlook, ideological maturity and 
moral behavior, their connections with 
the masses and their self-sacrificing 
devotion to the cause of the working 
class and the interests of the working 
population.” 

And this resolution, you must re- 
member, has been adopted in Poland. 
where anti-Semitism has deep roots 
and still exists among the backward 
sections of the population! And this 
only ten years after the beginning of 
socialist construction and not 40 years, 
as in the case in the Soviet Union! 

The Polish party is tackling the 
problem the way Lenin did. Unfor- 
tunately the present leaders of the 
USSR are not pursuing such a policy 
at the present time. 

Certainly the approach to the na- 
tional question has been much im- 
proved since Stalin’s death. Handing 
back to the Soviet republics certain 
administrative responsibilities which 
were previously centralized in Mos- 
cow, is the most important illustration 
of this trend. But there are still many 
things that have to be done in order 
to correct the fatal errors on the na- 
tional question. And the hitherto of- 
ficial approach to the Jews and to 
Jewish cultural problems is the most 
striking example of those hangovers 
from the past which still persist and 
which illustrate the continued wrong 
attitude to the national problem. 
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OLLOWING are other conclusions 


at which I have arrived. 


1. The Jewish Question is part of 
the general question of socialist de- 
mocracy in the Soviet Union. 


A general conclusion to which I 
have come is that the rise and fall of 
Jewish cultural and communal life in 
the Soviet Union coincides with the 
rise and fall of democracy—socialist 
democracy—in the USSR. A graph 
showing the level of jewish cultural 
activity and Soviet democracy would 
indicate a strikingly parallel develop, 
ment. 

The new socialist democracy cre- 
ated by the Russian Revolution ushered 
in an era of sweeping growth in the 
cultural life of all the Soviet peoples, 
large and small, formerly oppressed 
under reactionary tsarism. Among 
Soviet Jews there developed an all- 
sided flowering of secular culture that 
played an important role in the socialist 
transformation of the status of the 
Jewish poor and that raised the cul- 
tural level of the Jewish population. 
Schools, all manner of educational in- 
stitutions, scientific institutes, thea- 
ters, dramatic circles, newspapers, 
magazines, publishing houses, blos- 
somed everywhere. There grew up and 
matured a whole new generation—a 
socialist generation—of Jewish poets, 
novelists, artists, singers, critics, re- 
search workers, etc. 

Of course it is impossible to leave 
out of account a whole number of 
objective factors which contributed 
to this cultural outpouring. Neither 
can we ignore the damaging effect of 
some of the wrongly oriented leaders 
of the former Jewish Committee of the 
Communist Party (Yevsekstia). But 
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IX; THE JEWS AND SOVIET DEMOCRACY 






this is a subject in itself. What I think 
is most important and was largely re- 
sponsible for the gradual decline of 
Jewish cultural life in the USSR in 
the middle thirties was the Stalinist 
suppression of socialist democracy. 

The wholesale charges of “bour- 
geois nationalism” that were levelled 
at many innocent people in those years 
played havoc with and weakened those 
forces that had a healthy and posi- 
tive approach to Jewish culture. It 
strengthened the hand of the assimila- 
tionist elements and of those who ar- 
gued that it was their revolutionary 
duty to speed up the “historical proc- 
ess” of national integration. The more 
socialist justice was violated, the 
faster Jewish cultural activity declined. 

The period 1948-53 was the black- 
est for Jewish culture and its creators. 
These were the bitter years when Yid- 
dish cultural institutions were crushed, 
when the writers and activists in the 
Jewish field were arrested and when 
the tragic doctors’ plot was initiated. 
This dark period coincides with the 
worst years of Stalin’s one-man rule. 
Democracy was undermined more 
than ever before. It was at this time 
that the criminal frameups were or- 
ganized against the Rajks in Hungary, 
the Slanskys in Czechoslovakia and 
their opposite numbers in several other 
countries. 


With the death of Stalin new 
winds began to blow. They began 
to melt the ice that had hardened over 
Jewish culture. To the extent, how- 
ever, that the Stalin heritage has con- 
tinued, to that extent has the national 
question in general and the Jewish 
question in particular not yet been 
satisfactorily resolved. 
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From this we can conclude that the 
struggle for the full revival of all- 
sided Jewish cultural activity in the 
Soviet Union is part of the general 
struggle to return to socialist demo- 
cratic norms in all spheres of Soviet 
life; and that every step in the direc- 
tion of democratization is at the same 
time a contributing factor to the re- 
vival of Jewish cultural life. 

2. Do the Soviet Jews need or 
want Jewish cultural and communal 
activity ? 

Many prominent Soviet Jewish per- 
sonalities and many important party 
leaders (non-Jews) either questioned 
the contention that many Soviet Jews 
want and need distinctive Jewish cul- 
tural expression or they completely 
denied the existence of such a need. 

This position in my opinion is false. 
It does not correspond to reality and 
merely expresses the subjective desires 
of those who give voice to these 
opinions. And it makes no difference 
whether these desires stem from a 
“class” approach, or from a general 
political approach or from an inferi- 
ority complex of an assimilationist. I 
am convinced that at this very mo- 
ment there are very large numbers of 
Soviet Jews who desire and need—and 
even crave—Jewish cultural and com- 
munal expression. 

It is impossible to ignore or 
deny that the process of language as- 
similation exists in the USSR. The 
same process can be seen in our own 
country, in the United States, France, 
England and in other lands where the 
Jews are in a minority. For a number 
of specific reasons this process has 
developed more rapidly in the Soviet 
Union. Included among the latter is 
the fact that for a number of years no 
Jewish schools have existed ‘in the 
country. 

But despite the foregoing considera- 
tions there are still many Yiddish 
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speaking people—young as well as old 
—in the USSR. Many of those who 
attended the Jewish schools up to the 
middle thirties still thirst for a “Jew- 
ish word.” (In addition, who can say 
that creative Jewish cultural values 
cannot be digested in the Rus- 
sian language; or that the establish- 
ment of Jewish educational institutions 
would not broaden the base of Jewish 
cultural and communal activity in the 
USSR?) 

Not only, representatives of the 
bourgeois and social-democratic press 
but also representatives of left-wing 
newspapers who have visited the 
Soviet Union all agree that there ex- 
ists a widespread desire for Jewish 
culture. 

The Jewish writers whom I met, 
without exception, believe that a Jew- 
ish publishing house could sell Jewish 
books today in numbers not smaller 
than the volume turned out by some 
of the smaller republics. As one 
writer told me: “People speak Yiddish 
in Vilna as a matter of principle, in 
Bobruisk because it’s natural, and at 
the beaches of the Black Sea and the 
Baltic Sea—because it’s a pleasure.” 
The Yiddish concerts—and they are 
expanding in number—are sold out 
everywhere. I also spoke with dozens 
of Jews in the streets of Moscow and 
practically all of them gave the same 
positive reply, both in regard to the 
desire to have Jewish books, a paper, 
a theater, a club, etc., and to the 
readiness to give their children a 
Jewish education. Some were quite 
positive in their personal desire for 
Jewish social life, but were doubtful 
whether their children would be in- 
terested. True, I spoke to people in 
the streets, but it was not too difficult 
to find people to speak with. 

Yes, there are many people who 
need and want Jewish cultural and so- 
cial life. What’s needed is to create 
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the possibilities and a free atmosphere 
for their expression. 

3. The question of “integration.” 

The official line goes as follows. 
Since integration is progressive and 
separation is reactionary, therefore 
no progressive person, especially not 
a communist, should demand anything 
which would disturb the progressive 
process. The consequence of such an 
approach is: first, that people who de- 
manded jewish schools, clubs, a news- 
paper, theater, books, etc., are asking 
for things which would delay if not 
continue separatism and therefore are 
reactionary. And who wants to be a 
reactionary? Second, if integration is 
a progressive thing, why not move in 
that direction more quickly? Why not 
speed up the process and create a 
short cut? 

I believe that such a placing of the 
question, and especially when one de- 
mands a priori declarations that inte- 
gration is progressive, amounts to 
placing the question in an abstract 
way and not in a concrete manner in 
the way Marxists should place ques- 
tions. It means doing away with the 
possibilities for immediate work, and 
robbing large sections of a people of 
their people’s culture. You could just 
as logically argue, for example, that 
since socialism is progressive and will 
in the long run abolish classes and 
even parties, including socialist ones, 
that we should give up these parties 
now. 

We are here dealing with a his- 
torical process of long duration, with 
“a time that will come” (the prophets 
also dreamed of the emergence of one 
people the world over). But we are 
not obliged to speculate as to how 
many years or generations this will 
take or whether it will turn out because 
we are products of our time and our 
consciousness reflects present-day re- 
ality and not that of the future. 
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Indeed, objective reality in the 
Soviet Union is tne fact that there are 
between two and three million jews 
there. They have a generations-old his- 
tory and cultural inheritance. This has 
not disappeared overnight. 1 hey—that 
is, those that wish it—need, and I be- 
lieve that eventually they will be giv- 
en, the unbounded rights and oppor- 
tunities tor the iuilest educational, cul- 
turai and social activity in the trame- 
work of socialist institutions. 

I believe that this can and will be 
achieved, because I am convinced that 
we are here confronted with an ideo- 
logical distortion which, in the new 
period, cannot continue forever. 

4. Our task is not anti-Sovietism 
but a jriendly and persistent fight. 

My final conclusion is that we need 
not despair but that, on the contrary, 
the conditions for Jewish cultural de- 
velopment in the USSR can and will 
be changed. 

My assumption is based not on sub- 
jective desire, but on a number of 
objective conditions. 

First, despite all the Stalinist dis- 
tortions and injustices, the Soviet 
Union remains a socialist land. There 
is no class there that can benefit from 
oppressing or limiting the rights of 
any other nation, nationality or peo- 
ple. What has happened until now is 
not the result of socialism but rather 
of serious distortions of socialist 
theory and morality which cannot long 
continue. The fact is that the bitter 
period that lasted for some 20 years 
would have had to end in any case. 
Stalin’s death only hastened the proc- 
ess of the deep-going revision and 
gradual elimination of the bitter 
legacy. 

Second, the international situation, 
which played a significant role during 
the Stalin regime, has become and is 
continuing to become more stabilized. 
Of course there is still the danger of 
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war, but the great strength of the 
USSR and the evergrowing desire for 
peace by all humanity is leading to 
peaceful coexistence between the two 
parts of the world and this will still 
further hasten the process of democra- 
tization in the Soviet Union itself. This 
will eventually improve the situation 
for Soviet Jews as well. 

Third, the de-Stalinization process 
is far from over. You can’t rid yourself 
of such a legacy overnight. I agree 
with Tito that there remain in the 
Soviet party and government many 
who find it hard to break completely 
with the approach and methods which 
reigned ior such a long time. But 
the process of doing away with the 
distortions and evils of the Stalin 
period cannot and will not be stopped; 
this is because both the internal and 
external conditions have radically 
changed since the pre-war period. 

The sole fact that socialism is 
now a world system, taking in a whole 
series of states, including gigantic 
China, simply forces the abandonment 
of the idea that the exclusive forms 
and methods used in the Soviet Union 
over a long period of time are uni- 
versal. The national peculiarities and 
varied conditions in every country de- 
mand particular approaches, and this 
must inevitably also influence the 
Soviet Union in its approach to the 
various nationalities and peoples in 
its own country. No individual in the 
Soviet leadership, great or small, will 
be able to resist for a long time the 
new socialist influences and experi- 
ences coming from the other socialist 
countries. From this point of view, the 
experiences of China, the recent events 
in Poland, and even the tragic de- 
velopments in Hungary, will influence 
and speed up changes in the USSR, 
which must of necessity affect the ap- 
proach to the national question and 
to the Jewish question in particular. 
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Fourth, I have confidence in the 
stubborn will of the majority of Soviet 
Jews and their creative forces to en- 
dure the temporary restrictions and 
rejuvenate their social-cultural life. I 
do not despair of them. On the con- 
trary, I regard their cultural re-emerg- 
ence as one that will have vital effects 
on the life of Jews everywhere. 

And fifth, I am convinced that we 
can play an important part in the 
rehabilitation of Jewish  social-cul- 
tural life in the Soviet Union. I mean 
we who believe in socialism, who were 
always the friends of the first socialist 
state in the world, as we were and re- 
main vitally concerned about Jewish 
culture and all Jewish people’s prob- 
lems. Of course, we should not let 
ourselves become partners with the 
enemies of socialism, of those who use 
the Soviet Jewish problem as an ex- 
cuse for their anti-Sovietism. But we 
should also recognize that the time has 
long passed for us to be extremely re- 
served in our approach to events in 
the USSR. 

We should carry on a stubborn but 
friendly ideological and__ political 
struggle in a whole number of coun- 
tries to influence the Soviet leaders to 
radically change their present ap- 
proach to the national question, and 
especially to the Jewish question in 
the Soviet Union. This must be done 
with an approach and methods which 
have not been utilized sufficiently un- 
til now. The detailed plan for such a 
political-organizational approach is 
an immediate necessity. This is being 
studied by the progressive Jewish 
movement in some countries. 
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